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PURPOSE  OF  THIS  REPORT 


The  Statement  of  Intent  for  HB  526  (87-1-241  et  seq  MCA)  as  passed 
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must  be  presented  to  the  members  of  both  the  house  and  senate  fish 
and  game  committees  when  they  next  meet  in  regular  session." 

This  report  summarizes  actions  relative  to  HB  526  (87-1-241  et  seq. 
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HB  526  STATEMENT  OF  INTENT 

HOUSE  BILL  526 

RULES  FOR  HB  526 
COMMENTS  ON  RULES 
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BEFORE  THE  FISH  AND  GAME  COMMISSION 
OF  THE  STATE  OF  MONTANA 


In  the  matter  of  the  adoption  ) 

of  rules  establishing  the  )     NOTICE  OF  PUBLIC  HEARING 

procedures  for  wildlife  habitat  ) 

acquisition.  ) 

TO:     All  Interested  Persons: 


1.  On  the  following  dates,  at  the  locations  given,  the 
Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  will  hold  public  hearings 
to  consider  the  adoption  of  rules  for  the  administration  of 
wildlife  habitat  acquisition  pursuant  to  87-1-241,  MCA: 

(1)  Region  1,  February  10,  1988,  7:00  o'clock  p.m.,  at  Lone 
Pine  State  Park,  290  Lone  Pine  Road,  Kalispell,  Montana; 

(2)  Region  2,  February  11,  1988,  7:00  o'clock  p.m.,  at 
Department  Headquarters,   3201  Spurgin  Road,  Missoula,  Montana; 

(3)  Region  3,  February  17,  1988,  7:00  o'clock  p.m.,  at 
Department  Headquarters,   1400  South  19th,  Bozeman,  Montana; 

(4)  Region  4,  February  16,  1988,  7:00  o'clock  p.m.,  at 
Department  Headquarters,  4600  Giant  Springs  Road,  Great  Falls, 
Montana ; 

(5)  Region  5,  February  12,  1988,  7:00  o'clock  p.m.,  at 
Department  Headquarters,  1125  Lake  Elmo  Drive,  Billings, 
Montana ; 

(6)  Region  6,  February  10,  1988,  7:00  o'clock  p.m.,  at  the 
Cottonwood  Inn,  Highway  2,  Glasgow,  Montana; 

(7)  Region  7,  February  11,  1988,  7:00  o'clock  p.m.,  at  Miles 
Community  College,  2600  Dickinson,  Miles  City,  Montana. 

2.  The  proposed  rules  do  not  replace  or  modify  any  section 
currently  found  in  the  Administrative  Rules  of  Montana. 

3.  The  proposed  rules  provide  as  follows: 

RULE  I  PURPOSE  (1)  The  fish  and  game  commission  and  the 
department  of  fish,  wildlife  and  parks  have  the  mandate  for  the 
protection,  preservation  and  propagation  of  the  fish  and 
wildlife  resources  of  the  state  and  for  the  promotion  of  state 
parks  and  outdoor  recreation.  The  acquisition  of  lands,  by 
lease,  easement  or  purchase,  for  wildlife  habitat  and 
recreational  access  are  an  integral  part  of  this  mandate. 

AUTH:  &7-1-241,  MCA  IMP:   87-1-241  and  87-1-242,  MCA 

RULE  II  STATEWIDE  HABITAT  ACQUISITION  PLAN  (1)  The 
department  will  develop  and  adopt  a  plan  for  the  acquisition  of 
an  interest  in  wildlife  habitat  that  will  be  revised  at  a 
minimum  of  every  three  years.  Emphasis  in  this  plan  will  be 
those  areas  where  important  habitat  is  seriously  threatened. 
The  plan  will  assure  that  interests  acquired  in  lands  will  be 
reasonably  distributed  around  the  state.     The  plan  will  require 
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the  comprehensive     analysis     of     the     criteria     contained  in 
87-1-241(1). 

AUTH:   87-1-241,   MCA  IMP:   87-1-241  and  87-1-242,  MCA 

RULE  III  DETERMINATION  OF  INTEREST  IN  LAND  (1)  When  a 
parcel  of  land  is  identified  as  a  priority  for  acquisition 
according  to  criteria  in  the  habitat  acquisition  plan,  the 
management  objectives  for  the  parcel  will  be  the  primary 
determinant  for  the  type  of  acquisition  to  be  sought.  If  the 
management  objectives  can  be  met  by  acquisition  of  a  lease  or 
easement  and  agreement  can  be  reached,  then  these  options  will 
be  the  first  pursued.  If  agreement  cannot  be  reached  or  if 
management  objectives  cannot  be  met  by  these  options,  then  the 
acquisition  of  fee  title  will  be  pursued. 

AUTH:  87-1-241,  MCA  IMP:   87-1-241  and  87-1-242,  MCA 

RULE  IV  MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES  AND  PRELIMINARY  MANAGEMENT 
PLANS  ( 1  )  Following  the  initial  negotiations  on  the  property 
but  prior  to  any  final  action,  the  department  will  identify 
management  objectives  for  the  proposed  action  and  develop  a 
preliminary  management  plan.  This  management  plan  will  be 
prepared  according  to  a  standardized  format  adopted  by  the 
department  and  will  include  an  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts 
to  adjacent  private  land  and  proposed  methods  to  address  such 
impacts . 

AUTH:   87-1-241,  MCA  IMP:   87-1-241  and  87-1-242,  MCA 

RULE  V  PUBLIC  HEARING  (1)  After  completion  of  the 
preliminary  management  plan,  a  public  hearing  will  be  held  in  at 
least  one  community  near  the  proposed  acquisition.  The  proposed 
acquisition  and  management  plan  will  be  sent  to  local 
sportsmen's  clubs,  county  commissioners,  adjacent  landowners, 
and  other  interested  parties  prior  to  the  public  hearing. 

AUTH:  87-1-241,  MCA  IMP:  87-1-241  and  87-1-242,  MCA 

RULE  VI  PRESENTATION  OF  PRELIMINARY  MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND 
PUBLIC  INPUT  (1)  The  preliminary  management  plan  and  related 
public  concerns  will  be  presented  to  the  fish  and  game 
commission  prior  to  its  final  action  on  any  acquisition,  and  to 
the  board  of  land  commissioners  if  that  body  is  required  to  make 
a  decision  on  the  proposal  under    87-1-209,  MCA. 

AUTH:  87-1-241,  MCA  IMP:  87-1-241  and  87-1-242,  MCA 

RULE  VII  APPROVAL  OF  ACQUISITION  AND  FINAL  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
(1)  If  the.  fisl*  and  game  commission  approves  the  acquisition 
and  the  board  of  land  commissioners  approves  of  the  acquisition 
if  required  under  87-1-209,  MCA,  a  finalized  management  plan 
for  the  area  will  be  prepared  by  the  department  for  commission 
approval.  This  plan  will  address,  if  appropriate,  noxious  weed 
control,  compliance  with  federal  aid  regulations,  if  necessary, 
and  MEPA  compliance   for   significant  management  activities.  It 


10 


will  also  contain  a  plan  for  monitoring  and  evaluating  the 
results  of  the  land  management  activities. 

AUTH:   87-1-241,  MCA  IMP:   87-1-241  and  87-1-242,  MCA 


4.  The  Fish  and  Game  Commission  is  required  in  87-1-241, 
MCA,  to  establish  by  rule  a  policy  for  making  wildlife  habitat 
acquisitions  pursuant  to  House  Bill  526  that  was  passed  and 
approved  in  the  1987  legislative  session.  The  proposed  rule 
establishes  a  procedure  for  the  evaluation  of  potential  wildlife 
habitat  acquisitions  of  interest  in  land  and  for  the  acquisition 
of  specific  parcels  of  land.  This  procedure  incorporates  the 
specific  requirement  of  87-1-241,  MCA,  (Section  1  of  House  Bill 
526)  and  of  the  Statement  of  Intent  for  House  Bill  526. 

5.  Interested  parties  may  submit  their  data,  views  or 
arguments,  either  orally  or  in  writing,  at  the  hearing.  Written 
data,  views  or  arguments  may  also  be  submitted  to  Arnold  Olson, 
Administrator,  Wildlife  Division.  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife 
and  Parks,  1420  East  Sixth  Avenue,  Helena,  Montana  59620,  no 
later  than  February  22,  1988. 

6.  Robert  N.  Lane  and  Eileen  Shore  have  been  designated  to 
preside  over  and  conduct  the  hearings. 

7.  The  authority  of  the  commission  to  make  the  proposed 
rule  is  based  on  87-1-241,  MCA,  and  the  rule  implements 
87-1-241  and  87-1-242,  MCA. 


Certified  to  the  Secretary  of  State 


January  4 


1988. 
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BEFORE  THE  FISH  AND  GAJ4E  COMMISSION 
OF  THE  STATE  OF  MONTANA 

In  the  matter  of  the  adoption  ) 

of  rules  establishing  the  ) 

procedures  for  wildlife  habitat  ) 

acquisition.  ) 

TO:     All  Interested  Persons: 

1.  On  January  1  4  ,  1  988  the  Montana  Fish  and  Gamn 
Commission  published  notice  of  the  proposed  adoption  of  APM 
12.9.501  through  12.9.507  (Rules  I  through  VII)  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  procedures  for  wildlife  habitat  acquisition  at 
page  13  of  the  1  988  Montana  Administrative  Register,  Issue 
number  1 . 

2.  Written  and  oral  comments  were  received  at  seven 
hearings  held  between  February  10  and  February  17,  1988.  Other 
written  comments  were  received  through  February  22,  1988. 

3.  As  a  result  of  the  comments  received,  the  rules  have 
been  adopted  as  proposed,  except  for  the  following  change  (new 
material  capitalized  and  underlined,  deleted  material 
inter 1 ined ) : 

12.9.501  (RULE  I)  PURPOSE  (1)  The  fish  and  game 
commission  and  the  department  of  fish,  wildlife  and  parks  have 
the  mandate  for  the  protection,  preservation  and  propagation  of 
the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  state  and  for  the 
promotion  of  state  parks  and  outdoor  recreation.  The 
acquisition  of  lands,  by  lease,  easement  or  purchase,  for 
wildlife  habitat  ana-*^c-r-ea-ttonal-aeeess-are  IS_  an  integral 
part  of  this  mandate. 

AUTH:     87-1-241,  MCA  IMP:   87-1-241   and  87-1-242,  MCA 

4.  The  commission  has  considered  the  comments  received: 

COMMENT:  The  legislation  was  directed  at  wildlife  habitat 
and  not  recreational  access,  as  is  implied  in  12.9.501  (Rule 
I). 

RESPONSE;  The  commission  agrees  that  recreational  access 
refers  to  the  department's  general  mandate  and  not  the  specific 
legislation.  The  terminology  will  be  deleted  to  eliminate  the 
confusion.  Although  a  number  of  people  spoke  on  behalf  of 
access  options,  the  legislative  intent  of  the  bill  is  clear 
that  habitat  acquisition  is  to  be  the  focus  of  the  program. 

COMMENT :  Acquisition  of  access  is  a  valid  part  of  the 
program  and  should  be  part  of  the  implementing  rules. 

RESPONSE:  The  commission  interprets  87-1-241,  MCA,  as 
prohibiting  purchases  of  land  whose  only  purpose  would  be  to 
provide  access.  However  access  could  be  acquired  as  an 
additional  benefit  of  land  acquired  primarily  for  wildlife 
habitat. 


NOTICE  OF  ADOPTION  OF  ARM 
12.9.501   THROUGH  12.9.507 
(RULES   I  THROUGH  VII) 
ESTABLISHING  WILDLIFE 
HABITAT  ACQUISITION 


12 


COMMENT :  The  department  should  emphasize  outright 
purchase  rather  than   leases  or  easements. 

RESPONSE :  The  legislative  statement  of  intent  clearly 
states  that  the  department  must  use  the  management  objectives 
for  each  proposal  and  the  desires  of  the  landowner  to  determine 
the  method  of  acquiring  an  interest  in  land.  Otherwise,  the 
statement  of  Intent  requires  a  preference  for  leases  or 
conservation  easements. 

COMMENT;  How  will  the  commission  determine  "reasonably 
distributed"  throughout  the  seven  regions? 

RESPONSE :  The  rules  do  not  specify  how  the  commission 
must  interpret  the  terra  "reasonable."  However,  important 
habitats  are  being  identified  in  all  seven  regions  as  a  part  of 
developing  a  statewide  acquisition  plan.  The  plan  will  aid  the 
commission  in  addressing  the  needs  throughout  the  state. 
Simple  criteria  such  as  dollar  amounts  or  acreages  are 
inappropriate  when  considering  the  variety  of  possible 
acquisitions  and  types  of  interests  that  might  be  acquired. 

COMMENT:  The  State  Land  Board  should  not  be  a  part  of  the 
approval  process. 

RESPONSE:  Section  87-1-209,  MCA ,  requires  approval  under 
some  circumstances;   the  rule  is  consistent  with  the  statute. 

COMMENT :  The  phrase  "acquire  habitat"  should  be 
substituted  for  "where  important  habitat  is  seriously 
threatened"  In  ARM  12.9.502  (Rule  II). 

RESPONSE:  Although  the  bill  itself  does  not  contain  the 
terminology,  the  statement  of  intent  used  the  language  as 
proposed  in  providing  direction  to  the  department  for  its 
rules . 

COMMENT:  Several  comments  were  received  concerning 
specific  parcels  of  land,  operational  aspects  of  the  program, 
or  aspects  of  the  program  to  be  covered  in  the  Statewide 
Habitat  Acquisition  Plan. 

RESPONSE:  Although  these  comments  were  good  and  evidenced 
public  concern,  they  were  outside  the  scope  of  the  proposed 
rules  hearing.  The  public  hearing  requirements  as  a  part  of 
the  rules  will  allow  those  concerns  to  be  addressed  at  a  later 
date . 

COMMENT :  Additional  comments  were  received  that  were 
directed  at  statutory  provisions. 

RESPONSE:  These  provisions  cannot  be  altered  by  the 
commission.  ^ 

Robert  Jensen,  Chairman 
Fish  and  Game  Commission 

Certified  to  the  Secretary  of  State       May  2  1988. 
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STATE  OF  MONTANA 
FISH  AND  GAME  COMMISSION 


(1)  I,  Robert  Jensen,  Chairman  of  the  Fish  and  Gamn 
Commission  of  the  State  of  Hontana,  by  virtue  of  and  pursuant 
to  the  authority  vested  in  me  by  Section  87-4-106,  MCA,  do 
promulgate  and  adopt  the  annexed  rule,  to-wlt: 


HEW:       12.9.501  (RULE  I) 

12.9.502  (RULE  II) 

12.9.503  (RULE  III) 

12.9.504  (RULE  IV) 

12.9.505  (RULE  V) 

12.9.506  (RULE  VI) 

12.9.507  (RULE  VII) 


PURPOSE 

STATEWIDE  HABITAT 
ACQUISITION  PLAN 
DETERMINATION  OF  INTEREST  IN 
LAND 

MANAGEMENT  OBJECTIVES  AND 
PRELIMINARY  MANAGEMENT  PLANS 
PUBLIC  HEARING 

PRESENTATION  OF  PRELIMINARY 
MANAGEMENT  PLAN  AND  PUBLIC 
INPUT 

APPROVAL  OF  ACQUISITION  AND 
FINAL  MANAGEMENT  PLAll 


as  a  permanent  rules  of  this  Commission. 

(2)  This  order  after  first  being  recorded  in  the  order 
register  of  this  department  shall  be  forwarded  to  the  Secretary 
of  State  for  filing. 


APPROVED  AJ1D  ADOPTED 
CERTIFIED  TO  THE 
SECRETARY  OF  STATE 


Hay  2 


1988 


May  2 


By 


.  /fei  ft 

*  " — :  7  «■ ; — z  TTTj :  . 


Robert  Jensen,  Chairman 
Fish  and  Game  Commission 
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SECTION  II 


HB  526  APPROPRIATIONS 
HABITAT  PLAN  NARRATIVE 
STATEWIDE  HABITAT  MAPS  (PHOTOS) 


t 


HB  526  APPROPRIATIONS 


80%  used  for  acquisition  and  20%  for  the  maintenance  trust  account.  The 
20%  of  the  principal  going  into  the  trust  account  remains  inviolate  with  the 
interest  used  for  operation,  development  and  maintenance  of  Department 
owned  real  property. 


1989  BIENNIUM:  $3,600,000.' 

($3,540,000  for  aquisition) 
($     60,000  for  maintenance) 


PROPOSED  1991  BIENNIUM:  $5,452,050. 

($5,226,400  for  aquisition) 
($  225,650  for  maintenance) 

The  maintenance  dollars  are  proposed  to  be  divided  as  follows: 

$68,000  each  fiscal  year  for  wildlife  operations,  which 
means  on  the  ground  operations  costs  such  as  weed  control,  maps,  aerial 
photography,  boundary  signs  and  small  projects  such  as  replacing  a  culvert 
or  a  new  cattleguard. 

$2 1 ,000  each  fiscal  year  for  capital  projects,  this  would 
be  such  things  as  major  fencing  and  road  maintenance  projects. 

$17,350  to  Field  Services  in  FY90  for  taxes,  appraisals. 

$30,300  to  Field  Services  in  FY91  for  taxes,  appraisals. 


■The  1989  appropriation  of  $3,600,000.  was  approximately  $740,000  under 
actual  revenues  collected.  Therefore,  the  $740,000  was  carried  forward 
into  the  1991  biennieum  proposed  request. 
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STATEWIDE  HABITAT  PLAN  NARRATIVE 


Montana  is  recognized  nationally  for  its  abundance  and  variety  of 
wildlife,  particularly  big  game.  Montana's  wildlife,  hunting  and 
other  wildlife  uses,  provide  significant  social  and  economic  values 
to  the  people  of  the  state.  In  1984,  1  of  3  Montanans  (ages  12  - 
65)  and  17,000  nonresidents  were  licensed  to  hunt.  They  spent  2.4 
million  days  afield;  80  percent  for  big  game  hunting.  By  1990, 
over  3  million  hunting  days  are  expected. 

Major  big  game  species,  and  other  wildlife,  utilize  a  mixed 
ownership  of  public  and  private  lands,  and  the  degree  of  wildlife 
use  depends  upon  the  stewardship  that  those  lands  receive.  Land 
uses  are  particularly  complex  where  public  and  private  lands  are 
intermixed.  Land  uses  that  impact  habitat  and  restrictions  on 
public  access  are  both  major  statewide  wildlife  management  issues. 
Increasing  numbers  of  hunters  and  crop  damage  by  wildlife  concern 
many  landowners.  Proper  land  stewardship  is  a  major  concern  for 
both  wildlife  and  agricultural  interests.  Improved,  long-term 
capability  and  productivity  of  Montana's  lands  could  benefit  both 
public  and  private  interests. 

The  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  is  not  now,  nor 
does  it  expect  to  become  a  major  land  management  agency.  From  1940 
through  1986,  a  total  of  189,448  acres  have  been  acquired  by  MDFWP 
from  willing  sellers  for  public  Wildlife  Management  Areas.  This 
comprises  only  0.3%  of  Montana.      An  additional  93,093   acres  are 
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leased  by  the  department  for  this  purpose. 

The  department  will  utilize  two  basic  approaches  in  implementing 
HB  526: 

A.  Protect  and  Enhance  Wildlife  Habitat  in  Private  Ownership 
-  Using  Economic  Incentives 

B.  Protect  and  Enhance  Wildlife  Habitat  -  Using  Purchase 
from  Willing  Sellers 

A.       Maintaining  Wildlife  Habitat  in  Private  Ownership 

The  department  can  offer  to  purchase  conservation  easements, 
leases,  lend  technical  assistance  and  possibly  other  incentives  in 
agreement  for  measures  by  the  landowner  to  protect  soil, 
vegetation,  watersheds  and  wildlife  and/or  to  allow  some  degree  of 
public  access.  The  long-term  capability  of  the  land,  for  wildlife 
and  agriculture  would  improve  and  public  and  private  interests 
could  benefit. 

Conservation  Easement.  This  type  of  easement  is  a  long  term 
dedication  of  land  to  conservation  practices  that  are  mutually 
agreeable  between  the  landowner  and  the  MDFWP.  These  agreements 
can  apply  to  all  wildlife  species.  Negotiable  items  include 
specific  land  uses,  cultural  practices  and  improvements  and  public 
access  for  recreation.     The  landowner  would  be  compensated  for  the 
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value  of  public  benefits  received, 
vary  habitat  potential,  land 
improvements,  etc. 


The  value  of  the  easement  would 
condition,      area,      cost  for 


Lease.  This  would  include  agreements  for  a  specified  period  in 
which  a  landowner  is  compensated  by  the  department  for  carrying  out 
specific  wildlife  management  practices  on  his  land.  This  option 
would  apply  to  all  wildlife  species.  Anticipated  uses  of  leases 
would  be: 

-  Short  term  agreements  to  allow  or  require  implementation  of 
specific  practices,  while  long-term  agreements  are  in  negotiation. 

Long  term  agreements,  such  as  for  wildlife  grazing 
privileges,  on  corporate  or  federal  lands  or  management  options  on 
state  school  trust  lands  associated  with  department  owned  property 
or  management  areas. 

Cost  Sharing.  In  some  cases,  FWP  has  provided  cost  sharing 
on  private  lands.  This  process  could  be  used  when  other 
stewardship  options  are  not  applicable.  The  project  must  have  long 
term  cost  benefits. 

B.  Protect  and  Enhance  Wildlife  Habitat  by  Purchase  from 
Willing  Landowners 

Acguisitions .     Some  private  landowners  wish  to  guarantee  the 
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future  use  of  selected  pieces  of  land  for  wildlife  and/or  wish  to 
exercise  their  option  to  sell.  Wildlife  management  does  not 
necessarily  preclude  the  continued  use  of  these  lands  for 
agriculture . 

Acquisitions  are  most  applicable  where: 

-  Key  tracts  of  critical  habitat  have  the  capability  to 
produce  abundant  wildlife  outputs  for  public  benefit.  The  big  game 
winter  ranges  and  wildlife  management  areas  currently  managed  by 
DFWP  are  good  examples. 

-  Intensity  or  type  of  management  necessary  if  beyond  what  a 
private  landowner  can  be  expected  to  provide. 

All  of  the  above  approaches  (easement,  leases,  habitat 
incentives  and  purchases  have  the  potential  to  protect  and  enhance 
public  wildlife  values  and  provide  economic  opportunities  to  the 
private  sector,  depending  upon  "the  case  in  hand." 

The  Statewide  Habitat  Map  addresses  the  key  species  of  mule  deer, 
white-tailed  deer,  elk  and  antelope.  This  does  not  preclude 
important  habitats  for  other  species  such  as  bighorn  sheep,  upland 
game  birds,  and  waterfowl.  The  species  may  have  very  defined 
ranges  with  specific  habitat  requirements.  Mapping  these 
particular  areas  on  a  statewide  basis  is  impractical. 
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Specific  wildlife  species  habitats  were  delineated  by  the  regional 
biologists  to  compile  the  statewide  map.  The  primary  factor 
considered  initially  is  whether  land/habitat  issues  have  been 
identified  as  limiting  factors  in  the  department's  Strategic  Plan. 
The  ranking  of  this  category  by  each  region  generally  represents 
its  influence  on  meeting  regional  objectives  for  the  species. 

Criteria  such  as  animal  densities,  distribution  and  migration, 
landownership  patterns,  hunter  distribution  and  access  were 
considered  in  establishing  critical  areas  on  the  maps. 

The  priorities  within  each  species  will  depend  upon  numerous 
factors  and  how  each  relates  to  the  objectives  established.  The 
highest  priority  for  any  species  will  be  critical  habitat  related 
parcels  such  as  winter  range  for  elk  or  key  deer  ranges  on  private 
land.  Priorities  will  be  directed  toward  areas  that  have 
significant  proportions  of  the  herd  segment  utilizing  private 
property  that  may  be  irreversibly  lost  as  wildlife  habitat. 
Habitat  preservation  has  the  highest  priority. 
1228 . 1 
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HABITAT  PRIORITIES  BY  REGION  ARE 
AVAILABLE  FOR  REVIEW  AT  THE  HELENA 
FISH,   WILDLIFE  AND  PARKS  OFFICE 

CONTACT  STEVE  KNAPP,  444-2612 
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SECTION  III  -  ROBB  CREEK  WMA 


ROBB  CREEK  SUMMARY 
SUMMARY  OF  HISTORY 
REGIONAL  LAND  PROPOSAL 
PRELIMINARY  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
REVISED  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
MAILING  LIST 

ADVERTISEMENT  OF  PROPOSED  ACQUISITION 
PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS 


ROBB  CREEK  SUMMARY 


LOCATION: 
LAND: 


WILDLIFE: 


RECREATION: 


GRAZING: 


TAXES: 


MINERALS : 


WATER: 


Madison  and  Beaverhead  Counties 

17,170  acres  deeded 
10,817  acres  state  lease 

6 , 802  acres  BLM 
34,789  acres  TOTAL 

Potential  of  Land  Exchanges  -  Easements  -  with 

adjacent  landowners 


Elk 

Mule  Deer 
Antelope 


Current  Winter  # 1 s 
200-400 
100-300 
100-200 


Objective 
700-900 
300-400 
200-400 


Other  big  game:  whitetail  deer,  moose,  black 

bear,  mountain  lion 
Other  small  game:     sage  grouse,  blue  grouse 

ruffed  grouse,  Hungarian  partridge,  misc. 

waterfowl,  beaver,  red  fox,  badger,  coyote, 

mink,  bobcat 
Fisheries:  rainbow  trout,  brook  trout 

(hunter  days,  HD  324) 


Elk 
Deer 

Antelope 


13,800  days 
9,700  days 
1,100  days 


1600  AU's   (deeded,   State,   BLM  inclusive) 

3  year  grazing  contract  in  effect  (1988-1990) 

MFWP  will  pay  in  lieu  of  taxes  on  land  and 
improvements 

51.52%  of  private  mineral  rights  assigned 
with  purchase 

6  permanent  streams 

water  rights  for  stock  water  and  irrigation 

assigned  from  Spring,  Ledford  and  Robb  Creeks 


PUBLIC  ACCESS:  Via  Ledford  Creek  Road,  Robb  Creek  Road  and 

Swamp  Creek  Road  (Blacktail  WMA) 

APPRAISAL:  by  MIA  appraiser,   reviewed  by  MFWP  and  DSL 

REASON  FOR  ACQUISITION:     Elk  winter  range 

STATUS:  Fee  Title  $2  million  dollars  -  approved  Fish  and 

Game  Commission  on  June  23,  1988  and  State  Land 
Board  on  July  26,  1988 
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SUMMARY  OF  HISTORY  -  ROBB  CREEK 


The  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  (MFWP)  was 
contacted  in  1986,  by  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association  indicating 
their  interest  in  selling  their  property  to  the  department.  The 
Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association's  action  was  stimulated  by  financial 
difficulties  which  they  had  encountered.  Their  debt  service 
required  attention  with  an  immediate  infusion  of  cash  or  the 
association  members  stood  the  chance  of  losing  the  property  to  take 
care  of  those  debts. 

At  that  time  MFWP  did  not  have  the  financial  ability  to  consider 
the  offer  by  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association.  However,  we  were 
aware  that  the  Montana  Wildlife  Federation  was  considering 
introducing  legislation  to  the  '87  session  which  would  provide  a 
funding  source  for  such  acquisition. 

We  contacted  the  Nature  Conservancy  to  see  if  they  would  act  in  the 
interim  to  address  the  financial  difficulties  of  the  grazing 
association  until  such  time  as  the  department  might  be  in  a 
position  to  have  the  funding  to  acquire  the  property. 

The  Nature  Conservancy,  after  reviewing  the  proposal,  suggested 
that  we  work  with  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation  as  the  interim 
party.  We  contacted  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation  and  they 
expressed  a  deep  interest  in  the  property  and  began  to  work  with 
the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association.  At  that  point  in  time,  the 
department  and  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association  preferred  that 
a  conservation  easement  on  the  property  be  pursued.  That  approach 
was  taken  through  discussions  with  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk 
Foundation,  this  agency  and  the  grazing  association.  However,  we 
found  that  the  monetary  values  that  would  be  received  by  the 
grazing  association  for  a  conservation  easement  were  not  adequate 
to  meet  their  indebtedness.  This  is  outlined  in  a  May  9,  1988 
letter  from  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation.  As  a  result,  the 
discussion  then  turned  towards  acquisition  of  the  property  so  that 
the  association  members  could  generate  the  maximum  dollars. 

The  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation  did  purchase  the  property  in  late 
1986.  Following  the  passage  of  HB  526,  we  conducted,  as  the 
legislation  mandates,  a  review  of  habitat  sites  around  the  state. 
The  Robb  Creek  property  came  out  number  one  in  that  review  and  we 
then  proceeded  to  pursue  the  acquisition  of  that  property  from  the 
Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation.  We  developed  a  management  plan  as 
required,  and  that  is  attached  for  your  review.  We  set  the  public 
meeting  at  Sheridan,  Montana,  which  is  the  closest  community  to  the 
property  under  consideration.  That  meeting  was  publicized  in  the 
area  and  copies  are  attached  of  those  advertisements  for  your 
information. 

The  public  hearing  was  held.  Senator  Anderson,  one  of  the 
neighbors  to  the  Robb  Creek  property,  participated  in  that  hearing. 
In  addition,  county  commissioners  from  Madison  County  were  in 
attendance.    The  public  hearing  indicated  some  concerns  by  members 
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of  the  public  and  we  have  attempted  to  address  those  in  our 
management  plan.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  in  the  purchase  of 
the  property,  we  have  made  a  contractual  agreement  with  the  grazing 
association  to  maintain  current  grazing  levels  for  a  period  of 
three  years.  As  a  result,  we  do  not  envision  any  change  in  the 
operation  during  that  period  of  time.  We  do  intend  to  develop  a 
rest-rotation  system  on  the  property  in  conjunction  with  our 
Blacktail  Game  Range. 

The  Robb  Creek  property  in  intertwined  very  closely  with  the  Snow 
Crest  Ranch,  owned  by  Mr.  Bill  Closs.  The  department  has  been  in 
discussion  with  Mr.  Closs  on  the  possibility  of  trading  deeded  land 
in  our  Robb  Creek  properties  for  conservation  easements  on  the 
Closs  property,  land  exchanges  or  working  out  acceptable  grazing 
patterns  that  might  benefit  both  parties.  However,  these 
discussions  have  not  taken  a  very  serious  or  intense  note  at  this 
time  because  of  the  three-year  grazing  contract  we  have  in  place 
with  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association  personnel.  A  copy  of  our 
most  recent  correspondence  with  Mr.  Closs  is  available  from  Mr. 
Steve  Knapp  of  our  department.  Had  the  department  not  purchased 
this  property,  the  grazing  association  had  a  standing  offer  from 
a  group  in  Salt  Lake  who  wished  to  purchase  it  for  its  recreational 
subdivision  potential.  The  association,  much  to  their  credit, 
worked  with  us  to  see  that  it  ended  up  as  it  did. 

We  would  point  out  that  the  total  acreage  involved  in  the  Robb 
Creek  transaction  was  34,789  acres.  Of  that  total,  17,170  acres 
are  deeded  with  the  balance  being  leased  from  the  Department  of 
State  Lands  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  We  are  charged  in 
the  Statement  of  Intent  for  HB  526  with  emphasizing  leasing  and 
acquiring  fee  title  only  if  the  seller  is  willing  to  do  so.  In  the 
Robb  Creek  acquisition,  we  have  lived  up  to  that  charge  with  the 
approach  of  50-50  with  half  the  acreage  being  purchased  outright 
and  the  remaining  half  being  leased. 

The  aspect  that  we  continually  have  to  keep  in  mind  is  the  attitude 
of  the  willing  sellers.  In  the  results  of  the  public  hearing,  we 
refer  to  the  comment  of  John  Allhands  who  is  not  only  one  of  the 
original  owners  of  Robb  Creek  and  a  member  of  the  Robb  Creek 
Grazing  Association,  but  also  is  a  county  commissioner.  His  final 
comment  is,  "We  support  the  acquisition  by  the  Fish  and  Game  and 
we  would  also  like  to  be  the  grazing  lessee  for  many  more  years." 
Mr.  Jay  Barnosky,  another  Robb  Creek  member  said  very  positive 
things  about  this  agency  taking  over  the  property. 

108.  5 
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REGIONAL  LAND  PROPOSAL 


1. 
2. 


Regional  Supervisor: 


Date: 


LeRoy  Ellig 


June,  1988 


3. 
4. 


Proposed  Site  Name; 


Location  -  Region: 

County: 

Township 
Township 
Township 
Township 


Robb-Ledford  W.M.A. 


Three 


9S; 
10S; 
10S; 
11S; 


Madison 

Range 
Range 
Range 
Range 


4W; 
5W; 
4W; 
_5J£j_ 


(approx. 
( approx . 
( approx . 
( approx  r 


2,990 
3,880 
3,540 
6.760 


acres ) 
acres ) 
acres ) 
acres ) 


Total 


=  17,170  Deeded  Acres 


5.  Land    Ownership    -    Attached    map    describes    present  land 

ownership  patterns  in  the  project  area.  These  lands  include: 
17,170  acres  deeded  ground  (Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation), 
10,817  acres  State  leased  lands,  and  6,802  acres  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  leased  lands.  Immediately  adjacent  lands  include 
private  ranches  within  and  on  the  west,  north  and  east 
boundaries,  U.S.  Forest  Service  lands  on  the  south  boundary  and 
MFWP's  Blacktail  Wildlife  Management  Area  on  the  west  boundary. 


6.  Wildlife  Populations    and    Habitat  Capability:  Current 

wildlife  use  of  these  properties  includes  the  following  animals 
(and/or  groups  of  animals)  and  their  present  levels  of  use. 

Although  present  yearlong  in  variable  numbers,  elk  are  most 
abundant  during  the  winter  months  when  their  numbers  may  range 
between  200-400  animals.  The  adjacent  Blacktail  WMA  winters  in 
excess  of  1,600  elk,  some  portion  of  which  use  the  Robb  Creek 
properties  in  passage  to  and  from  this  WMA.  Mule  deer  use  the 
properties  yearlong,  wintering  at  lower  elevations  in  association 
with  dense  sagebrush  stands .  Wintering  mule  deer  numbers  are 
estimated  to  be  less  than  200.  The  presence  of  antelope, 
although  yearlong,  is  dictated  by  winter  severity.  Their  numbers 
do  not  exceed  200.  Whitetail  deer  are  present  in  small,  but 
increasing  numbers  only  during  the  summer.  Moose  are  uncommon 
and  only  include  a  few,  isolated  animals.  Black  bear  and 
mountain  lion  make  occasional  use  of  the  area. 

Sage  grouse,  blue  grouse,  ruffed  grouse  and  Hungarian  partridge 
are  present  year  round.  Waterfowl  use  of  the  area  is  very 
limited,  being  confined  by  water  availability.     It  is  likely  that 
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mallard  and  teal  nest  on  the  area.     Sandhill  cranes  make 
extensive  use  of   the  properties   during  the  breeding   season.  A 
variety  of   additional   shorebirds,    raptors   and  songbirds   use  the 
area    in    undetermined    numbers    during    the    summer.  Peregrine 
falcons  are  occasional  visitors  to  the  area. 

A  list  of  furbearers  and  similar  species  include  beaver,  red  fox, 
badger,  bobcat,  coyote  and  mink.  An  undetermined  composition  and 
number  of  additional  mammalian  species  is  likely  present, 
reflecting  prevailing  vegetation  communities. 

Fish  populations  reflect  the  potential  of  the  permanent  streams 
to  accommodate  the  species  present  including  rainbow  and  brook 
trout . 

Vegetation  types  on  this  property  include  open  upland  grass 
communities,  mid  and  lower  elevation  sagebrush  communities, 
riparian  zones  associated  with  streams  and,  with  few  exceptions, 
isolated  pockets  of  timber.  Upland  grass  communities  are 
dominated  by  bluebunch  wheatgrass,  Idaho  fescue  and  needle  grass. 
They  occupy  most  exposed  ridges  and  typically  drier  sites. 
Sagebrush  communities  are  located  adjacent  to  these  upland  grass 
communities  and  have  similar  vegetation  composition,  with  the 
addition  of  sagebrush  as  the  dominant  plant.  These  sagebrush 
sites  often  occupy  zones  of  slightly  higher  precipitation  or 
greater  over-winter  protection  afforded  by  snow.  Riparian  zones 
are  dominated  by  willow  and  sedges.  They  are  found  only  in 
direct  association  with  streams  in  very  narrow  bands.  Timber 
types  are  limited  to  small  (<  40  acres)  stands  of  conifer  with 
adjacent  and  scattered  stands  of  aspen.  No  cottonwood  stands  of 
any  significance  are  located  on  the  properties.  The  Taylor  Creek 
area  does  contain  conifer  and  aspen  communities  of  larger 
proportion  (>  160  acres)  and  reflects  the  north  slope  aspect  and 
higher  precipitation  levels  necessary  to  support  such. 

Six  permanent  streams  flowing  more  than  20  miles  are  located  on 
the  Robb  Creek  properties  including  Taylor,  Swamp,  Rock,  Spring 
Brook,  Robb  and  Ledford  Creeks.  Several  springs  also  occur,  the 
largest  being  Kelly  Spring.  One  water  impoundment  has  previously 
been  developed  on  the  properties  on  Rock  Creek.  Watersheds  on 
these  lands  form  a  portion  of  the  headwaters  for  the  Ruby  and 
Beaverhead  Rivers . 

Present  condition  of  the  vegetation  communities  is  good. 
Extensive  livestock  grazing  has,  in  local  situations,  adversely 
affected  plant  community  composition  as  a  result  of  trampling  and 
heavy  grazing  pressure.  Upland  grass  communities  are  intact  but 
at  less  than  optimum  vigor  and  density.  Riparian  communities 
display  the  effects  of  prolonged,  season  long  grazing  patterns, 
i.e.  clubbed  willow  and  damage  to  streambanks  with  extensive 
trail  systems  used  by  cattle. 
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Present  elk  densities  during  the  winter  approach  8  elk/mi2  (400 
elk)  on  the  subject  area  of  50  square  miles.  Adjacent  winter  elk 
densities  on  the  Blacktail  Wildlife  Management  Area  equal  55 
elk/mi2.  These  density  figures  represent  historic  high  levels  on 
both  the  Blacktail  W.M.A.  and  the  Robb-Ledf ord  properties. 
Historic  low  densities,  although  not  documented,  probably  did  not 
exceed  2  elk/mi2  on  winter  range  sites.  It  is  reasonable  to 
expect  winter  elk  densities  on  the  Robb-Ledf ord  properties  will 
approach  18  elk/mi2  (900  elk)  over  a  15  year  period  (i.e.  year 
2003). 

The  Robb-Ledf ord  properties  lie  within  deer  and  elk  hunting 
district  324.  Present  elk  harvest  in  this  district  ranges 
between  550  and  600  elk;  hunter  recreation  equals  approximately 
12,000  days  afield.  Elk  harvest  will  increase  15%  as  a  result  of 
increasing  elk  numbers  on  the  subject  properties  to  a  range  of 
640  to  690  elk  harvested.  Elk  hunter  recreation  days,  although 
not  increasing  as  dramatically,  should  increase  5  to  10% 
( approximately  13,000  days ) . 

Mule  deer  harvest  in  hunting  district  324  ranges  between  600  and 
700  animals.  As  a  result  of  this  acquisition,  mule  deer  harvest 
will  increase  3%  to  5%,  or  to  a  range  of  625  to  725  animals. 

Antelope  harvest  has  ranged  between  400  to  500  animals  in  the 
hunting  district  in  which  the  Robb-Ledford  properties  are 
located.  An  increase  of  5%  to  7%  in  antelope  harvest  can  be 
expected  as  improved  range  conditions  contribute  to  increased  use 
by  antelope  of  the  properties  and  increased  herd  size  (400 
antelope) . 


7.  Other  Management    Implications:       The   most    essential  and 

important  aspect  of  a  wildlife  management  area  is  its  vegetation. 
Every  management  action  on  the  area  will  be  aimed  at  maintaining 
or  improving  the  vegetative  condition.  Vegetative  manipulations 
to  improve  habitat  components  may  include  grazing,  total  rest 
from  grazing,  burning,  mechanical  treatments,  irrigation  or  other 
common  land  management  practices . 

A  change  from  present  continuous  grazing  practices  to  other 
grazing  management  schemes  can  be  expected.  An  example  of  other 
management  schemes  is  the  three  pasture  rest-rotation  system  on 
the  Wall  Creek  Wildlife  Management  Area  in  the  Madison  Valley. 
The  Department  will  contract  with  a  range  management  specialist 
to  prescribe  proper  grazing  practices  appropriate  to  the  area 
prior  to  finalizing  a  grazing  program.  The  Robb  Creek  Grazing 
Association  would  retain  three  years  of  grazing  rights  on  the 
Robb  Creek  properties.     Those  rights  will  be  honored. 


27 


Burning  is  a  tool  for  vegetation  manipulation  used  to  stimulate 
forage  production  or  modify  plant  successional  stages.  At 
present,  no  specific  sites  have  been  identified  but  may  be  in  the 
future  if  other  treatments  are  unsuccessful  in  obtaining  habitat 
goals . 

Mechanical  treatment  of  these  lands  could  include  seeding  a 
variety  of  native  and  tame  grasses. 

Irrigation  practices  will  be  continued  at  existing  levels  to 
maintain  present  land  uses  and  to  protect  water  rights . 

Modification  of  some  fences  may  be  necessary  to  accommodate 
wildlife  movements  onto  and  through  these  properties  and  may  be 
necessary  to  accommodate  changes  in  the  grazing  system.  Until  an 
in  depth  survey  and  inventory  of  vegetative  characteristics  on 
the  area  could  be  completed,  other  specific  treatments  and 
practices  could  not  be  prescribed. 

Abundant  opportunities  also  exist  to  coordinate  with  adjacent 
landowners,  both  private  and  public,  in  developing  certain  land 
management  plans.  These  may  include,  but  would  not  be  limited 
to,  cooperative  grazing  systems,  trading  lands,  and  developing 
conservation  easements . 

Existing  corrals  and  livestock  handling  facilities  will  remain 
available  to  adjacent  landowners  for  their  use. 

The  primary  objectives  of  improving  range  conditions  and  allowing 
for  increased  use  of  the  area  by  wildlife  will  be  maintained. 

Noxious  weeds  will  be  controlled  as  identified  and  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  MFWP ' s  statewide  weed  management  policy.  The 
Department  will  continue  to  coordinate  with  adjacent  landowners 
and  county  weed  boards  for  weed  control . 

Public  use  and  access  to  these  lands  will  be  managed  consistent 
with  MFWP ' s  state  and  regional  management  objectives  for  WMA's. 
Those  access  objectives  include  public  use  of  these  management 
areas  consistent  with  resource  protection  goals  (i.e.  vegetation 
patterns  and  soil  stability) .  Jeep  trails  judged  to  be  damaging 
the  character  or  quality  of  the  land  or  are  superfluous  will  be 
closed.  A  winter  use  closer  to  all  unauthorized  activities  will 
be  implemented.  This  seasonal  closure  is  designed  to  address  elk 
cover,  security  and  forage  needs  and  to  prevent  human 
disturbance.  This  is  consistent  with  a  seasonal  closure  policy 
in  effect  on  all  wildlife  management  areas  within  the  region. 
Other  regulations  as  they  specifically  relate  to  this  and  other 
WMA's  will  also  apply.  These  include  a  closure  to  all  mountain 
lion  hunting  and  restrictions  on  fur  trapping  activities . 
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Changes  in  management  direction  for  the  Robb  Creek  properties  as 
stated  and  adjustments  to  some  land  use  practices  (jeep  trails, 
fence  modification,  directed  public  access,  etc.),  will 
immediately  benefit  wildlife  currently  using  the  area.  Improving 
habitat  quality  will  alleviate  the  potential  for  future  game 
depredation  problems  on  adjacent  private  lands. 

Public  use  of  Robb  Creek  lands  will  be  guaranteed  during  the 
hunting  season  according  to  management  goals  for  the  area.  Use 
will  be  consistent  with  established  travel  patterns.  With  public 
ownership  and  increases  in  game  populations,  hunting  and  fishing 
opportunities  will  increase. 

As  these  lands  fulfill  the  need  for  secured  elk  winter  range, 
they  will  demonstrate  to  the  public  the  importance  of  protecting 
essential  habitat  for  all  wildlife,  as  well  as  increased 
recreational  benefits  to  the  public. 


8.  Project    Need:        The    Robb-Ledford    properties    have  been 

offered  for  sale  by  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation  to  the 
Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks.  The  RMEF  is 
pursuing  the  sale  as  a  transfer  of  fee  title.  The  seller  is  not 
willing  to  consider  other  alternatives  such  as  conservation 
easements,  leases  or  land  exchanges.  These  properties  were 
initially  obtained  by  the  RMEF  in  recognition  of  their  value  as 
elk  winter  range.  Simultaneously,  the  properties  were  facing  the 
real  threat  to  wildlife  productivity  and  public  access  and  use. 
Prior  to  RMEF  purchase,  the  owners  (Robb  Creek  Grazing 
Association)  were  seriously  pursuing  sale  of  timber  in  the  Taylor 
drainage  and/or  sale  of  hunting  and  access  privileges  to 
commercial  interests. 

Acquisition  of  these  properties  is  essential  if  regional 
objectives  for  elk  are  to  be  met.  Region  3  objectives  for  elk 
management  in  1990  include  maintaining  96%  of  1984  harvest  levels 
while  providing  a  54%  increase  in  hunter  days  of  recreation.  The 
annual  elk  harvest  from  the  elk  population  associated  with  the 
Robb-Ledford  area  represents  9%  of  the  Region  3  annual  elk 
harvest  and  6%  of  the  regional  elk  hunting  recreation.  In  terms 
of  strategies  identified  to  address  elk  management  problems  in 
Region  3,  acquisition  of  key  elk  habitat  has  been  prioritized  the 
highest  (number  1)  in  the  department's  strategic  plan. 
Acquisition  of  the  Robb-Ledford  properties  is  ranked  as  the 
highest  acquisition  priority  within  the  region. 

This  acquisition  is  essential  at  the  statewide  level  to  the 
extent  that  the  elk  population  under  consideration  is  an 
important  component  of  the  state's  elk  resource.  The  MFWP 
strategic  plans  states  that,  "The  long-term  future  of  elk  depends 
on:  (1)  public  control  of  additional  key  habitats,  (2) 
protection  of  elk  habitat  as  land  uses  intensify,    (3)  increased 
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public  support  and  funding  to  protect  necessary  lands,  (4) 
addressing  private  landowner  tolerances,  and  (5)  optimum  use  of 
available  harvestable  supplies  of  elk  in  some  areas  while 
limiting  hunting  in  others  to  improve  the  quality  of  elk 
harvested. "  This    acquisition    is    an    ideal    opportunity  to 

implement  these  strategies  in  their  entirety  with  a  willing  and 
concerned  seller. 

Failure  of  MFWP  to  obtain  control  of  this  key  elk  winter  range 
leaves  the  land  open  to  speculative  interests  such  as 
subdivision,  timber  harvest  and  fee  based  access  and/or  hunting. 
Public  access  to  and  through  these  properties  to  U.S.  Forest 
Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  could  not  be 
guaranteed.  Elk  management  opportunities  would  otherwise  be 
constrained  by  landowner  tolerance  to  elk  numbers  and  hunter 
activities  instead  of  being  constrained  by  biological  limits 
established  by  the  productivity  of  the  soils  and  its  vegetation 
and  topographic  features . 

Aerial  and  ground  surveys  and  inventories  of  wildlife  use  of  the 
area  will  be  conducted.  The  area  will  be  used  on  occasion  for 
capturing  and  individually  marking  elk  and  other  wildlife  as  part 
of  ongoing  research  efforts.  Changes  in  numbers  and  patterns  of 
use  by  elk  and  other  big  game  species  will  be  documented. 
Vegetation  sampling  and  evaluation  will  be  conducted  on  a  regular 
basis.  Other  land  management  specialists  and  agencies  will  be 
contacted  as  needed  for  technical  assistance  in  order  to 
implement  actions  specified  under  management  plans  for  the  area. 
Within  the  scope  of  wildlife  objectives,  physical  developments 
will  be  evaluated.  Historic  and  cultural  values  and  a  final 
management  plan  will  dictate  the  extent  of  physical  development 
and  activity.  Entrance  and  boundary  signs  will  be  erected  to 
facilitate  public  use  and  to  inform  the  public  of  the  benefits 
and  opportunities  in  the  area. 

Income  opportunities  will  be  limited  to  those  associated  with  a 
grazing  program  by  domestic  livestock  (cattle) .  Historic  use  of 
the  properties  has  been  as  rangeland  for  cattle  ranching.  An 
extensive  network  of  fences,  maintenance  roads  and  trails,  and 
springs  and  water  developments  currently  exists .  Attached  to  the 
fee  title  offer  from  the  RMCF  is  an  obligation  to  the  Robb  Creek 
Grazing  Association  for  grazing  rights  at  reduced  stocking  levels 
for  3  years . 


9.  Degree    of    Immediacy;       Immediate    action    is    necessary  to 

secure  the  continued  availability  of  this  area  as  critical  elk 
winter  range  (i.e.  habitat  security  and  productivity)  and  to 
maintain  public  access  to  these  properties  and  adjacent  public 
land.  Again,  these  lands  are  offered  to  the  department  by  a 
willing  seller  (RMEF)  who  is  interested  in  consummating  the 
process  immediately.     Lack  of  immediate  action  would  leave  the 


30 


properties  in  the  hands  of  the  RMEF .  The  Foundation  is  not  in 
the  business  of  land,  elk  or  recreation  management.  They  do  not 
want  to  keep  the  properties . 

10.         Economic  Summary; 

Estimated  initial  purchase  =  $2.1  million 

(negotiations  in  progress) 

Total  20  year  base  maintenance  =  $  60,000 
Development  and  operations 

(including  personnel)  @  20  yrs  =  $120  r  000  

Total  Cost  =  $2,280,000 

Explanation:  Major  maintenance  functions  will  deal  with  fences, 
roads,  stock  water  facilities  and  upkeep  of  existing  storage 
building(s).  A  sign  program  will  be  developed  to  identify 
property  boundaries,  for  public  information  purposes  and  to 
designate  open  travel  routes.  Annual  fence  maintenance  will 
involve  spring  inventory  of  fence  repair  needs  and  summer  repair 
and     construction     activity.  Road     maintenance     (to  include 

culverts,  bridges  and  cattle  guards)  will  be  conducted  so  as  to 
maintain  their  primitive  nature  with  a  low  profile  of  activity. 
Buildings  will  be  maintained  in  functional  condition  for  storage 
or  seasonal  field  quarters  purposes .  Custodial  functions  will 
continue  indefinitely.  These  will  include  controlling  livestock 
trespass  and  controlling  and  enforcing  travel  restrictions. 
Noxious  weeds  will  be  controlled  on  an  as  needed  basis  and  in 
cooperation  with  local  and  county  weed  control  groups  and 
agencies . 

Development  costs  will  initially  focus  on  preparation  of  a  final 
management  plan  for  the  area.  This  will  include  habitat 
inventory  and  monitoring  activities  as  well  as  aerial  mapping 
efforts.  The  department  will  likely  have  opportunity  to 
coordinate  livestock  grazing  activities  with  adjacent  landowners 
and  with  the  adjacent  Blacktail  W.M.A.  These  activities  will  be 
focused  on  improving  vegetation  conditions  for  wildlife.  This 
program  may  include  eliminating  some  interior  fences  and/or  new 
fence  construction. 
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Estimate  of  20  year  benefits  to  Montana's  economy  (A  x  B  x  C)  =  $ 


A.  Additional  big  game  harvest  (20  yrs): 
not  to  include  present  harvest  levels . 

2700  elk 

950  mule  deer  and  whitetail  deer 
600  antelope 

B.  Hunter  effort  (days  hunted/harvest): 

elk     23.5  days 
mule  deer  13  days 
antelope    3  days 

C.  Dollar  value  per  hunter  day: 

elk  $71.00 
deer  $23.00 
antelope  $83.00 
(source:     MFWP  Net  Economic  Values  Study,  reported  cost) 


TOTAL  BENEFIT  =  $  4,938,400 

Elk  (A  x  B  x  C)  =            2700  elk  x  23.5  days      x  $71  =  $  4,504,950 

Deer  (A  x  B  x  C)  =            950  deer  x    13  days      x  $23  =  $  284,050 

Antelope  (A  x  B  x  C)  =    600  antelope  x  3  days  x  $83  =  $  149f400 

$  4,938,400 

Cost  to  Benefit  Ratio  =  0.46 
( $2,280, 000/$4, 938, 400) 
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BIG  GAME  POPULATIONS 
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HUNTER  RECREATION  DAYS 
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LEDFORD  CREEK  -  UPPER  HALF  IS  W.M.A. 


NORTH  END  OF  W.M.A 

LOOKING  SOUTH  UP  ROBB  CREEK 


PRELIMINARY  WILDLIFE  AREA  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
ROBB  CREEK  LANDS 

INTRODUCTION 


The  Fish  and  Game  Commission  has  adopted  rules  which  provide 
for  implementation  of  HB  526.  Those  rules  specify  that  a 
preliminary  management  plan  be  written  prior  to  any  final  action 
by  the  Commission.  This  preliminary  management  plan  is  intended 
to  give  an  immediate  general  analysis  and  provide  the  basis  for 
comment  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  action. 

Any  comments  which  identify  areas  not  addressed  by  the 
preliminary  managemer:  .  plan  will  be  addressed  in  the  final  plan 
prepared  by  the  department.  The  preliminary  plan  identifies  the 
department's  management  goals  for  the  property  and  does  not 
contain  specific  work  activities.  These  will  be  addressed  in  the 
final  management  plan  when  proper  inventories  have  been  made  and 
compliance  requirements  met.  The  final  management  plan  will  be 
available  for  public  review  prior  to  approval  by  the  Commission. 
Once  the  final  management  plan  is  in  place,  it  will  be  reviewed 
on  a  three  year  basis  and  necessary  adjustments  incorporated. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  the  terms  of  the 
acquisition  for  the  Robb  Creek  property  include  a  three  year 
grazing  contract  with  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association.  As  a 
result,  for  that  time  period,  little  change  in  use  of  the  area  is 
contemplated  regarding  wildlife  numbers,  public  access  or  grazing 
patterns . 

This  time  period  will  be  used  to  develop  specific  plans 
through  discussions  with  neighboring  landowners,  sportsmen,  and 
other  interested  parties. 

AREA  DESCRIPTION 

Location  and  Topography 
Present 

The  Robb  Creek  property  is  composed  of  17,170  acres  of 
deeded  land,  10,817  acres  of  land  leased  from  the  State  Land 
Board  and  6,802  acres  leased  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(see  attached  map).  No  U.  S.  Forest  Service  leased  lands  are 
included  with  these  lands.  This  southwest  Montana  land  parcel  is 
located  in  Madison  County.  It  lies  along  the  north  and  west  face 
of  the  Snowcrest  Mountains  in  the  Gravelly-Snowcrest  Mountains 
complex.  It  is  located  approximately  30  miles  south  of  Sheridan 
and  30  miles  southeast  of  Dillon,  Montana.  Immediately  adjacent 
land  ownership   includes  private   land,    Bureau  of   Land  Management 
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(BLM)  and  U.S.  Forest  Service  (USFS)  lands.  These  lands  also 
share  a  significant  common  boundary  of  5  miles  with  the  Montana 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  Department's  (MFWP)  Blacktail  Wildlife 
Management  Area  (WMA) .  Adjacent  private  ranches  include:  Rebich 
Brothers  Ranch,  Ruby-Dell  Ranch,  Fred  Conley  Ranch,  Snowcrest 
Ranch  and  the  Joe  Peterson  Ranch. 

Topography  of  the  area  includes  rolling  hills  and  low  ridges 
at  elevations  of  between  6,000  and  a, 000  feet.  It  backs  up 
immediately  to  the  Snowcrest  Range  and  several  peaks  exceeding 
10,000  feet  elevation.  Average  annual  precipitation  ranges  from 
12  to  30  inches,  depending  on  elevation.  Most  precipitation 
falls  as  snow.  Temperatures  range  from  -30" F  to  90 3 F.  Soil  type 
on  Robb  Creek  properties  is  principally  Underwood-Babb . 

Future 

The  department  recognizes  that  certain  parcels  of  the  Robb 
Creek  property  may  be  surplus  to  its  needs.  Those  exact  acreages 
are  unknown  and  will  be  identified  through  an  evaluation  process. 
Once  the  department  has  made  these  determinations  it  will  pursue 
the  options  of  trades,  conservation  easements  and  sale  for  these 
lands.  Although  surplus  lands  may  be  identified  the  department 
does  not  anticipate  ownership  changes  within  the  next  three 
years . 

Veqetat ion 

Present 

Vegetation  types  on  this  property  include  open  upland  grass 
communities,     mid     and     lower     elevation     sagebrush  communities, 
riparian   zones  associated  with  streams  and,   with  few  exceptions, 
isolated     pockets     of     timber.         Upland     grass     communities  are 
dominated  by  bluebunch  wheatgrass,    Idaho  fescue  and  needle  grass. 
They     occupy    most    exposed     ridges    and    typically    drier  sites. 
Sagebrush  communities  are   located  adjacent  to  these  upland  grass 
communities    and    have    similar    vegetation    composition,    with  the 
addition    of    sagebrush    as    the   dominant   plant.       These  sagebrush 
sites    often    occupy    zones    of    slightly    higher    precipitation  or 
greater  over-winter  protection  afforded  by  snow.      Riparian  zones 
are    dominated    by    willow    and    sedges.       They    are    found    only  in 
direct    association   with    streams    in   very   narrow   bands.  Timber 
types   are   limited   to  small    (<_  40   acres)    stands   of  conifer  with 
adjacent  and  scattered  stands  of  aspen.     No  cottonwood  stands  of 
any  significance  are  located  on  the  properties.     The  Taylor  Creek 
area  does  contain  conifer  and  aspen  communities  of  larger  propor- 
tion  (>  160  acres)   and  reflects  the  north  slope  aspect  and  higher 
precipitation  levels  necessary  to  support  such. 


38 


Future 


No  changes  are  anticipated  for  three  years.  Although  not 
likely,  some  change  in  grass  communities  may  result  beyond  that 
time  period  if  a  grazing  system  should  call  for  such  action. 

Watershed 

Present 

Six  permanent  streams  flowing  more  than  20  miles  are  located 
on  the  Robb  Creek  properties  including  Taylor,  Swamp,  Rock, 
Spring    Brook,    Robb    and    Ledford    Creeks.  Several    springs  also 

occur,  the  largest  being  Kelly  Spring.  One  water  impoundment  has 
previously  been  developed  on  the  properties  on  Rock  Creek. 
Watersheds  on  these  lands  form  a  portion  of  the  headwaters  for 
the  Ruby  and  Beaverhead  Rivers. 

Future 

The  watershed  itself  will  not  change  during  the  next  three 
years.  The  possibility  of  a  new  grazing  system  after  that  time 
may  warrant  development  of  new  watering  systems  but  this  will  not 
occur  prior  to  1990. 

Travel  System 

Present 

Within  the  properties,  unimproved  gravel  roads  are  located 
in  each  permanent  drainage  and  along  most  major  ridges.  Jeep 
trails  exist  throughout  the  area,  reflecting  a  history  of 
unrestricted  motorized  use.  In  cooperation  with  the  Robb  Creek 
Grazing  Association,  MFWP  has,  within  the  last  5  years,  imple- 
mented a  road  management  system  in  order  to  curtail  off-road 
vehicle  use.  Recreational  use  of  these  roads  has  consisted  of 
limited  use  by  hunters  in  the  fall  and  to  a  lesser  extent  by 
fishermen  and  outdoor  enthusiasts  in  the  summer.  The  Robb  Creek 
Grazing  Association  has  relied  on  these  roads  to  conduct  their 
livestock  management  activities.  Public  access  to  the  property 
is  provided  by  the  Robb  and  Ledford  Creek  roads  and  from  the 
Swamp  Creek  Road  on  the  Blacktail  WMA.  Public  use  of  the 
properties  and  these  roads  has  been  dictated  by  previous 
landowners . 

Future 

The  present  road  management  system  for  the  area  will 
continue  for  at  least  three  years.  In  future  plans  the  road 
management  system  may  change  contingent  upon  grazing  patterns  to 
be  established.     Any  changes  will  be  instituted  only  after 
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consultation  with  lessees,  neighboring  landowners  and  comment  by 
the  pub] ic . 

Physical  Developments 

Present 

Existing  developments  on  the  properties  include  an  expansive 
network  of  boundary  and  interior  fences  and  a  large  set  of 
corrals  independent  of  the  grazing  association  headquarters.  The 
headquarters,  located  on  Robb  Creek,  consist  of  a  log  cabin, 
associated  outbuildings,  including  a  barn  and  various  pens  and 
corrals.  A  second  cabin  and  outbuilding  are  located  on  Ledford 
Creek     near     the     north     property     boundary.  Stock  watering 

facilities  are  located  throughout  the  properties.  In  addition  to 
one  large  water  impoundment  on  Rock  Creek,  a  multitude  of  stock 
watering  tanks  and  pipes  in  association  with  springs  and 
permanent  water  sources  can  be  found. 

Future 

For  the  next  three  years  all  buildings  and  facilities  will 
remain  in  place.  The  existing  corrals  and  livestock  handling 
facilities  will  be  available  for  use  by  adjacent  landowners. 
Cultural  and  historic  surveys  will  be  completed  during  the  three 
year  period  on  all  buildings  and  facilities.  Following  this 
survey  and  the  establishment  of  a  grazing  program  the  buildings 
and  facilities  will  be  adjusted  accordingly. 

Wildlife 

Present 

Current  wildlife  use  of  these  properties  includes  the 
following  animals  (and/or  groups  of  animals)  and  their  present 
levels  of  use. 

Although  present  yearlong  in  variable  numbers,  elk  are  most 
abundant  during  the  winter  months  when  their  numbers  may  range 
between  200-400  animals.  The  adjacent  Blacktail  WMA  winters  in 
excess  of  1,600  elk,  some  portion  of  which  use  the  Robb  Creek 
properties  in  passage  to  and  from  this  WMA.  Mule  deer  use  the 
properties  yearlong,  wintering  at  lower  elevations  in  association 
with  dense  sagebrush  stands.  Wintering  mule  deer  numbers  are 
estimated  to  be  less  than  200.  The  presence  of  antelope, 
although  yearlong,  is  dictated  by  winter  severity.  Their  numbers 
do  not  exceed  200.  Whitetail  deer  are  present  in  small,  but 
increasing  numbers  only  during  the  summer.  Moose  are  uncommon 
and  only  include  a  few,  isolated  animals.  Black  bear  and 
mountain  lion  make  occasional  use  of  the  area. 
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Sage  grouse,  blue  grouse,  ruffed  grouse  and  Hungarian 
partridge  are  present  year  round.  Waterfowl  use  of  the  area  is 
very  limited,  being  confined  by  water  availability.  It  is  likely 
that  mallard  and  teal  nest  on  the  area.  Sandhill  cranes  make 
extensive  use  of  the  properties  during  the  breeding  season.  A 
variety  of  additional  shorebirds,  raptors  and  songbirds  use  the 
area  in  undetermined  numbers  during  the  summer.  Peregrine 
falcons  are  occasional  visitors  to  the  area. 

A  list  of  furbearers  and  similar  species  include  beaver,  red 
fox,  badger,  bobcat,  coyote  and  mink.  An  undetermined  composi- 
tion and  number  of  additional  mammalian  species  is  likely 
present,    reflecting  prevailing  vegetation  communities. 

Fish  populations  reflect  the  potential  of  the  permanent 
streams  to  accommodate  the  species  present  including  rainbow  and 
brook  trout. 

Future 

Wildlife  numbers  are  not  expected  to  change  dramatically 
over  the  next  three  years.  The  long  term  objective  for  elk  is 
700  -  900  animals  which  will  occur  over  the  next  10  -  15  years. 
Other  wildlife  species  can  also  be  expected  to  increase. 
Antelope  numbers  may  increase  to  400  animals  during  this  same 
time  period.  Mule  deer  are  expected  to  remain  stable  or  increase 
si ight ly . 

AREA  MANAGEMENT 

Management  Goals 

The  foremost  goal  for  management  of  the  Robb  Creek  proper- 
ties will  be  to  maintain  or  improve  the  condition  of  all  vegeta- 
tion communities.  Increases  in  game  populations,  especially  elk, 
can  be  expected  as  vegetation  conditions  improve  and  adequate 
quantities  of  forage  remain  available  during  key  seasonal 
periods,  particularly  winter.  In  providing  for  maximum  benefits 
to  elk,  other  big  game  species,  small  game  and  non-hunted  species 
will  benefit.  Maximum  limits  on  elk  numbers  will  be  dictated  by 
forage  availability  and  adjacent  landowners  tolerance.  A 
secondary  goal  will  be  to  provide  public  access  to  these  and 
adjacent  public  properties  (BLM  and  USFS)  for  sport  hunting  and 
other  recreational  pursuits.  A  basic  premise  for  management  of 
these  properties  will  be  to  minimize  all  impacts  to  the  land 
base.  This  implies  minimal  structure  development  and  minimal 
maintenance  requirements. 

Obj  ectives 

The    most     essential     and     important    aspect    of    a  wildlife 
management   area    is    its   vegetation.      Every   management   action  on 
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the  area  will  be  aimed  at  maintaining  or  improving  the  vegetative 
condition.  Vegetative      manipulations      to      improve  habitat 

components  may  include  grazing,  total  rest  from  grazing,  burning, 
mechanical  treatments,  irrigation  or  other  common  land  management 
practices . 

A  change  from  present  grazing  practices  to  other  grazing 
management  schemes  can  be  expected.  An  example  of  other  manage- 
ment schemes  is  the  three  pasture  rest-rotation  system  on  the 
Wall  Creek  Wildlife  Management  Area  in  the  Madison  Valley.  The 
Department  will  contract  with  a  range  management  specialist  to 
prescribe  proper  grazing  practices  appropriate  to  the  area  prior 
to  finalizing  a  grazing  program.  The  Robb  Creek  Grazing  As- 
sociation retains  three  years  of  grazing  rights  on  the  Robb  Creek 
properties.     Those  rights  will  be  honored. 

Burning  is  a  tool  for  vegetation  manipulation  used  to 
stimulate  forage  production  or  modify  plant  successional  stages. 
At  present,  no  specific  sites  have  been  identified  but  may  be  in 
the  future  if  other  treatments  are  unsuccessful  in  obtaining 
habitat  goals. 

Mechanical  treatment  of  these  lands  could  include  seeding  a 
variety  of  native  and  tame  grasses. 

Irrigation  practices  will  be  continued  at  existing  levels  to 
maintain  present  land  uses  and  to  protect  water  rights. 

Modification  of  some  fences  may  be  necessary  to  accommodate 
wildlife  movements  onto  and  through  these  properties  and  may  be 
necessary  to  accommodate  changes  in  the  grazing  system.  Until  an 
indepth  survey  and  inventory  of  vegetative  characteristics  on  the 
area  can  be  completed,  other  specific  treatments  and  practices 
cannot  be  prescribed. 

Present  wintering  elk  numbers  on  this  area  are  estimated  at 
200  to  400  animals;  long  term  elk  management  objectives  for  the 
area  are  700  to  900  animals.  Since  it  takes  time  to  implement 
new  management,  and  the  department  will  honor  the  three  years  of 
grazing  rights  retained  by  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association, 
there  is  a  strong  probability  that  a  noticeable  increase  in  elk 
will  not  occur  for  at  least  three  to  four  years.  It  will 
probably  take  ten  to  fifteen  years  to  reach  this  level  of  elk. 
Expected  antelope  numbers  will  increase  from  200  up  to  400 
animals  in  the  same  time  period.  Mule  deer  numbers  will 
stabilize  at  present  levels  or  increase  slightly  (300  animals). 
Other  wildlife  numbers  (game  and  non-game)  will  increase  in 
proportion  to  the  improvement  in  range  and  habitat  conditions. 
All  management  objectives  will  be  reviewed  a  minimum  of  every 
three  years  and  adjusted  up  or  down  based  on  the  availability  of 
new  information  on  use,  movement,  condition  of  range,  and  impacts 
to  adjacent  lands. 


42 


The  department  will  coordinate  with  adjacent  landowners, 
both  private  and  public,  in  developing  certain  land  management 
plans.  These  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  cooperative 
grazing  systems,  trading  lands,  and  developing  conservation 
easements.  We  will  concentrate  our  block  management  and  hunting 
access  program  with  landowners  adjacent  to  or  affected  by  Robb 
Creek  WMA.  We  will  meet  with  adjacent  private  landowners  at 
least  once  a  year  at  their  request  and  convenience.  Public 
entities  such  as  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Mt .  Department  of  State  Lands,  and  Soil  Conservation 
Service  will  be  consulted.  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife 
and  Parks  will  meet  with  the  Madison  County  commissioners 
annually  should  they  request  such  a  meeting. 

The  primary  objectives  of  improving  range  conditions  and 
allowing  for  increased  use  of  the  area  by  wildlife  will  be 
mainta  ined . 

Noxious  weeds  will  be  controlled  as  identified  and  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  MFWP's  statewide  weed  management  policy 
(see  Appendix) .  The  Department  will  continue  to  coordinate  with 
adjacent  landowners  and  county  weed  boards  for  weed  control. 

Public  use  and  access  to  these  lands  will  be  managed 
consistent  with  MFWP's  state  and  regional  management  objectives 
for  WMA's.  Recreation  on  the  Robb  Creek  property  is  expected  to 
increase  by  10%  (or  1200  recreation  days)  over  a  period  of  10 
years.  Access  objectives  include  public  use  of  these  management 
areas  consistent  with  resource  protection  goals  (i.e.  vegetation 
patterns  and  soil  stability) .  Jeep  trails  judged  to  be  damaging 
the  character  or  quality  of  the  land  or  are  superfluous  will  be 
closed.  A  winter  use  closure  to  all  unauthorized  activities  will 
be  implemented.  This  seasonal  closure  is  designed  to  address  elk 
cover,  security  and  forage  needs  and  to  prevent  human  distur- 
bance. This  is  consistent  with  a  seasonal  closure  policy  in 
effect  on  all  wildlife  management  areas  within  the  region.  Other 
regulations  as  they  specifically  relate  to  this  and  other  WMA's 
will  also  apply.  These  include  a  closure  to  all  mountain  lion 
hunting  and  restrictions  on  fur  trapping  activities. 

Impacts 

Changes  in  management  direction  for  the  Robb  Creek  proper- 
ties as  stated  and  adjustments  to  some  land  use  practices  (jeep 
trails,  fence  modification,  directed  public  access,  etc.),  will 
benefit  wildlife  currently  using  the  area.  Improving  habitat 
quality  will  alleviate  the  potential  for  future  game  depredation 
problems  on  adjacent  private  lands.  Should  game  depredation 
occur,  one  or  more  of  the  following  methods  would  be  implemented: 
ie.  fencing;  scareguns;  panels  for  haystacks;  materials  to  build 
permanent    haystack    yards;    herders;     kill    permits;    and  special 
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hunting  seasons.  A  combination  of  the  above  methods  would  be 
used  as  necessary  to  resolve  problems  which  might  occun 

Public  use  of  Robb  Creek  lands  will  be  guaranteed  during  the 
hunting  season  according  to  management  goals  for  the  area.  Use 
will  be  consistent  with  established  travel  patterns.  With  public 
ownership  and  increases  in  game  populations,  hunting  and  fishing 
opportunities  will  increase. 

Management  Activities 

Aerial  and  ground  surveys  and  inventories  of  wildlife  use  of 
the  area  will  be  conducted.  The  area  will  be  used  on  occasion 
for  capturing  and  individually  marking  elk  and  other  wildlife  as 
party  of  ongoing  research  efforts.  This  may  involve  helicopter 
drive  netting.  Changes  in  numbers  and  patterns  of  use  by  elk  and 
other  big  game  species  will  be  documented.  Vegetation  sampling 
and  evaluation  will  be  conducted  on  a  regular  basis.  Other  land 
management  specialists  and  agencies  will  be  contacted  as  needed 
for  technical  assistance  in  order  to  implement  actions  specified 
under  management  plans  for  the  area.  Within  the  scope  of 
wildlife  objectives,  physical  developments  will  be  evaluated. 
Historic  and  cultural  values  and  a  final  management  plan  will 
dictate  the  extent  of  physical  development  and  activity. 
Entrance  and  boundary  signs  will  be  erected  to  facilitate  public 
use  and  to  inform  the  public  of  the  benefits  and  opportunities  in 
the  area. 
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AUGUST  1988 

REVISED  PRELIMINARY  WILDLIFE  AREA  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

ROBB  CREEK  LANDS 

INTRODUCTION 


The  Fish  and  Game  Commission  has  adopted  rules  which  provide 
for  implementation  of  HB  526.  Those  rules  specify  that  a 
preliminary  management  plan  be  written  prior  to  any  final  action 
by  the  Commission.  This  preliminary  management  plan  is  intended 
to  give  an  immediate  general  analysis  and  provide  the  basis  for 
comment  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  action. 

Any  comments  which  identify  areas  not  addressed  by  the 
preliminary  management  plan  will  be  addressed  in  the  final  plan 
prepared  by  the  department.  The  preliminary  plan  identifies  the 
department's  management  goals  for  the  property  and  does  not 
contain  specific  work  activities.  These  will  be  addressed  in  the 
final  management  plan  when  proper  inventories  have  been  made  and 
compliance  requirements  met.  The  final  management  plan  will  be 
available  for  public  review  prior  to  approval  by  the  Commission. 
Once  the  final  management  plan  is  in  place,  it  will  be  reviewed 
on  a  three  year  basis  and  necessary  adjustments  incorporated. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  the  terms  of  the 
acquisition  for  the  Robb  Creek  property  include  a  three  year 
grazing  contract  with  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association.  As  a 
result,  for  that  time  period,  little  change  in  use  of  the  area  is 
contemplated  regarding  wildlife  numbers,  public  access  or  grazing 
patterns . 

This  time  period  will  be  used  to  develop  specific  plans 
through  discussions  with  neighboring  landowners,  sportsmen,  and 
other  interested  parties. 

AREA  DESCRIPTION 

Location  and  Topography 

Present 

The  Robb  Creek  property  is  composed  of  17,170  acres  of 
deeded  land,  10,817  acres  of  land  leased  from  the  State  Land 
Board  and  6,802  acres  leased  from  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(see  attached  map).  No  U.  S.  Forest  Service  leased  lands  are 
included  with  these  lands.  This  southwest  Montana  land  parcel  is 
located  in  Madison  County.  It  lies  along  the  north  and  west  face 
of  the  Snowcrest  Mountains  in  the  Gravelly-Snowcrest  Mountains 
complex.      It  is  located  approximately  30  miles  south  of  Sheridan 


45 


and  30  miles  southeast  of  Dillon,  Montana.  Immediately  adjacent 
land  ownership  includes  private  land,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  and  U.S.  Forest  Service  (USFS)  lands.  These  lands  also 
share  a  significant  common  boundary  of  5  miles  with  the  Montana 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  Department's  (MFWP)  Blacktail  Wildlife 
Management  Area  (WMA) .  Adjacent  private  ranches  include:  Rebich 
Brothers  Ranch,  Ruby-Dell  Ranch,  Fred  Conley  Ranch,  Snowcrest 
Ranch  and  the  Joe  Peterson  Ranch. 

Topography  of  the  area  includes  rolling  hills  and  low  ridges 
at  elevations  of  between  6,000  and  8,000  feet.  It  backs  up 
immediately  to  the  Snowcrest  Range  and  several  peaks  exceeding 
10,000  feet  elevation.  Average  annual  precipitation  ranges  from 
12  to  30  inches,  depending  on  elevation.  Most  precipitation 
falls  as  snow.  Temperatures  range  from  -30  °F  to  90 °F.  Soil  type 
on  Robb  Creek  properties  is  principally  Underwood-Babb . 

Future 

The  department  recognizes  that  certain  parcels  of  the  Robb 
Creek  property  may  be  surplus  to  its  needs.  Those  exact  acreages 
are  unknown  and  will  be  identified  through  an  evaluation  process. 
Once  the  department  has  made  these  determinations  it  will  pursue 
the  options  of  trades,  conservation  easements  and  sale  for  these 
lands.  Although  surplus  lands  may  be  identified  the  department 
does  not  anticipate  ownership  changes  within  the  next  three 
years . 

Vegetation 

Present 

Vegetation  types  on   this  property  include  open  upland  grass 
communities,     mid     and     lower     elevation     sagebrush  communities, 
riparian  zones  associated  with  streams  and,   with  few  exceptions, 
isolated     pockets     of     timber.         Upland     grass     communities  are 
dominated  by  bluebunch  wheatgrass,   Idaho  fescue  and  needle  grass. 
They    occupy    most    exposed     ridges    and    typically    drier  sites. 
Sagebrush  communities  are   located  adjacent  to  these  upland  grass 
communities    and    have    similar    vegetation    composition,    with  the 
addition    of    sagebrush    as    the    dominant   plant.       These  sagebrush 
sites    often    occupy    zones    of    slightly    higher    precipitation  or 
greater  over-winter  protection  afforded  by  snow.     Riparian  zones 
are    dominated    by    willow    and    sedges.       They    are    found    only  in 
direct    association    with    streams    in   very   narrow   bands.  Timber 
types    are    limited    to   small    (<.  40   acres)    stands   of   conifer  with 
adjacent  and  scattered  stands  of  aspen.     No  cottonwood  stands  of 
any  significance  are  located  on  the  properties.     The  Taylor  Creek 
area  does  contain  conifer  and  aspen  communities  of  larger  propor- 
tion  (>.  160  acres)   and  reflects  the  north  slope  aspect  and  higher 
precipitation  levels  necessary  to  support  such. 
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Future 


No  changes  are  anticipated  for  three  years.  Although  not 
likely,  some  change  in  grass  communities  may  result  beyond  that 
time  period  if  a  grazing  system  should  call  for  such  action. 


Watershed 


Present 


Six  permanent  streams  flowing  more  than  20  miles  are  located 
on  the  Robb  Creek  properties  including  Taylor,  Swamp,  Rock, 
Spring  Brook,  Robb  and  Ledford  Creeks.  Several  springs  also 
occur,  the  largest  being  Kelly  Spring.  One  water  impoundment  has 
previously  been  developed  on  the  properties  on  Rock  Creek. 
Watersheds  on  these  lands  form  a  portion  of  the  headwaters  for 
the  Ruby  and  Beaverhead  Rivers. 

Future 


The  watershed  itself  will  not  change  during  the  next  three 
years.  The  possibility  of  a  new  grazing  system  after  that  time 
may  warrant  development  of  new  watering  systems  but  this  will  not 
occur  prior  to  1990. 


Travel  System 


Present 

Within  the  properties,  unimproved  gravel  roads  are  located 
in  each  permanent  drainage  and  along  most  major  ridges.  Jeep 
trails  exist  throughout  the  area,  reflecting  a  history  of 
unrestricted  motorized  use.  In  cooperation  with  the  Robb  Creek 
Grazing  Association,  MFWP  has,  within  the  last  5  years,  imple- 
mented a  road  management  system  in  order  to  curtail  off-road 
vehicle  use.  Recreational  use  of  these  roads  has  consisted  of 
limited  use  by  hunters  in  the  fall  and  to  a  lesser  extent  by 
fishermen  and  outdoor  enthusiasts  in  the  summer.  The  Robb  Creek 
Grazing  Association  has  relied  on  these  roads  to  conduct  their 
livestock  management  activities.  Public  access  to  the  property 
is  provided  by  the  Robb  and  Ledford  Creek  roads  and  from  the 
Swamp  Creek  Road  on  the  Blacktail  WMA.  Public  use  of  the 
properties  and  these  roads  has  been  dictated  by  previous 
landowners. 


Future 


The  present  road  management  system  for  the  area  will 
continue  for  at  least  three  years.  In  future  plans  the  road 
management  system  may  change  contingent  upon  grazing  patterns  to 
be  established.     Any  changes  will  be  instituted  only  after 
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thf^Mic0"  "ith  l6SSees'    neighboring  landowners  and  comment  by 


the  public. 
Physical  Developments 
Present 


Existing  developments  on  the  properties  include  an  expansive 
network    of    boundary    and    interior    fences    and    a    large    set  of 
corrals  independent  of  the  grazing  association  headquarters.  The 
headquarters,     located    on    Robb    Creek,    consist    of    a    log  eaten 
associated   outbuildings,    including   a    barn   and   various   pens  and 

Cre'ek  near  "thT^h"  ^  OU„tbuildin<3  «e  located  onVedford 
creek     near     the     north     property     boundary.  stock  waterina 

facilities  are  located  throughout  the  properties.  In  addition  to 
one  large  water  impoundment  on  Rock  Creek,  a  multitude  of  s^ock 
watering  tanks  and  pipes  in  association  with  springs  and 
permanent  water  sources  can  be  found. 

Future 

For  the   next   three  years  all   buildings  and   facilities  will 

faculties  Pwfn'h  ^  ^k^"9  C°rralS  and  livestock  handling 
C  »  hi  ,        aVallaMe    f°r    USe    bY    ^jacent  landowners 

Cultural  and  historic  surveys  will  be  completed  during  the  three 
year    period    on    all    buildings    and    facilities.       Following  thi* 

andlLuitiesew1naHliSHment,  °J  "  graZlng  Pr0^a™  the  buUdings 
ana  facilities  will  be  adjusted  accordingly. 

wildlife 

Present 

Current     wildlife     use     of     these     properties     includes  the 
le'velTor  us;1"15    <and/°r   gr°UPS    °f   anima"S>    and   their  present 

ah„nrl^th0rh  Present  yearlong   in  variable  numbers,   elk  are  most 

between  200  1*2  ^  V"^  m°nthS  Wnen  their  numbers  ™Y  range 
exce  of  i  2  IT15'  The  ad3ace"t  Blacktail  WMA  winters  in 
excess  of  1  600  elk,  some  portion  of  which  use  the  Rnhh  r™.i- 
properties  in  passage  to  and  from  this  WMA  Mule  deer  use  the 
properties  yearlong,  wintering  at  lower  elevations  in  association 

:sttimS%oSagbtTehssSttahnadn-  20?***%?   ^   *"*   ^  ^ 
although  yearlong,   is  dictated  b 'winter  severTtv^    tL  f^*' 
do   not   exceed    200.      whitetail  "deer   are   present    in  stell  but 
andreo^T  innUcmiudeS  ^J^T   ~  «e  Common 

mountainyiionClmUadkee  o^sToW^ol  the^ea!        ^    ^  ™« 
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Sage  grouse,  blue  grouse,  ruffed  grouse  and  Hungarian 
partridge  are  present  year  round.  Waterfowl  use  of  the  area  is 
very  limited,  being  confined  by  water  availability.  It  is  likely 
that  mallard  and  teal  nest  on  the  area.  Sandhill  cranes  make 
extensive  use  of  the  properties  during  the  breeding  season.  A 
variety  of  additional  shorebirds,  raptors  and  songbirds  use  the 
area  in  undetermined  numbers  during  the  summer.  Peregrine 
falcons  are  occasional  visitors  to  the  area. 

A  list  of  furbearers  and  similar  species  include  beaver,  red 
fox,  badger,  bobcat,  coyote  and  mink.  An  undetermined  composi- 
tion and  number  of  additional  mammalian  species  is  likely 
present,   reflecting  prevailing  vegetation  communities. 

Fish  populations  reflect  the  potential  of  the  permanent 
streams  to  accommodate  the  species  present  including  rainbow  and 
brook  trout. 

Future 

Wildlife  numbers  are  not  expected  to  change  dramatically 
over  the  next  three  years.  The  long  term  objective  for  elk  is 
700  -  900  animals  which  will  occur  over  the  next  10  -  15  years. 
Other  wildlife  species  can  also  be  expected  to  increase. 
Antelope  numbers  may  increase  to  400  animals  during  this  same 
time  period.  Mule  deer  are  expected  to  remain  stable  or  increase 
si ight ly . 

AREA  MANAGEMENT 

Management  Goals 

The  foremost  goal  for  management  of  the  Robb  Creek  proper- 
ties will  be  to  maintain  or  improve  the  condition  of  all  vegeta- 
tion communities.  Increases  in  game  populations,  especially  elk, 
can  be  expected  as  vegetation  conditions  improve  and  adequate 
quantities  of  forage  remain  available  during  key  seasonal 
periods,  particularly  winter.  In  providing  for  maximum  benefits 
to  elk,  other  big  game  species,  small  game  and  non-hunted  species 
will  benefit.  Maximum  limits  on  elk  numbers  will  be  dictated  by 
forage  availability  and  adjacent  landowners  tolerance.  A 
secondary  goal  will  be  to  provide  public  access  to  these  and 
adjacent  public  properties  (BLM  and  USFS)  for  sport  hunting  and 
other  recreational  pursuits.  A  basic  premise  for  management  of 
these  properties  will  be  to  minimize  all  impacts  to  the  land 
base.  This  implies  minimal  structure  development  and  minimal 
maintenance  requirements. 

Obj  ect ives 

The  most  essential  and  important  aspect  of  a  wildlife 
management   area    is    its   vegetation.      Every   management   action  on 
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the  area  will  be  aimed  at  maintaining  or  improving  the  vegetative 
condition.  Vegetative      manipulations      to       improve  habitat 

components  may  include  grazing,  total  rest  from  grazing,  burning, 
mechanical  treatments,  irrigation  or  other  common  land  management 
practices . 


A  change  from  present  grazing  practices  to  other  grazing 
management  schemes  can  be  expected.  An  example  of  other  manage- 
ment schemes  is  the  three  pasture  rest-rotation  system  on  the 
Wall  Creek  Wildlife  Management  Area  in  the  Madison  Valley.  The 
Department  will  contract  with  a  range  management  specialist  to 
prescribe  proper  grazing  practices  appropriate  to  the  area  prior 
to  finalizing  a  grazing  program.  The  Robb  Creek  Grazing  As- 
sociation retains  three  years  of  grazing  rights  on  the  Robb  Creek 
properties.     Those  rights  will  be  honored. 

Burning  is  a  tool  for  vegetation  manipulation  used  to 
stimulate  forage  production  or  modify  plant  successional  stages. 
At  present,  no  specific  sites  have  been  identified  but  may  be  in 
the  future  if  other  treatments  are  unsuccessful  in  obtaining 
habitat  goals. 

Mechanical  treatment  of  these  lands  could  include  seeding  a 
variety  of  native  and  tame  grasses. 


Irrigation  practices  will  be  continued  at  existing  levels  to 
maintain  present  land  uses  and  to  protect  water  rights. 

Modification  of  some  fences  may  be  necessary  to  accommodate 
wildlife  movements  onto  and  through  these  properties  and  may  be 
necessary  to  accommodate  changes  in  the  grazing  system.  Until  an 
indepth  survey  and  inventory  of  vegetative  characteristics  on  the 
area  can  be  completed,  other  specific  treatments  and  practices 
cannot  be  prescribed. 


Present  wintering  elk  numbers  on  this  area  are  estimated  at 
200  to  400  animals;  long  term  elk  management  objectives  for  the 
area  are  700  to  900  animals.  Since  it  takes  time  to  implement 
new  management,  and  the  department  will  honor  the  three  years  of 
grazing  rights  retained  by  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association, 
there  is  a  strong  probability  that  a  noticeable  increase  in  elk 
will  not  occur  for  at  least  three  to  four  years.  It  will 
probably  take  ten  to  fifteen  years  to  reach  this  level  of  elk. 
Expected  antelope  numbers  will  increase  from  200  up  to  400 
animals  in  the  same  time  period.  Mule  deer  numbers  will 
stabilize  at  present  levels  or  increase  slightly  (300  animals) . 
Other  wildlife  numbers  (game  and  non-game)  will  increase  in 
proportion  to  the  improvement  in  range  and  habitat  conditions. 
All  management  objectives  will  be  reviewed  a  minimum  of  every 
three  years  and  adjusted  up  or  down  based  on  the  availability  of 
new  information  on  use,  movement,  condition  of  range,  and  impacts 
to  adjacent  lands. 
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The  department  will  coordinate  with  adjacent  landowner;;, 
both  private  and  public,  in  developing  certain  land  management 
plans.  These  may  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  cooperative 
grazing  systems,  trading  lands,  and  developing  conservation 
easements.  We  will  concentrate  our  block  management  and  hunting 
access  program  with  landowners  adjacent  to  or  affected  by  Robb 
Creek  WMA.  We  will  meet  with  adjacent  private  landowners  at 
least  once  a  year  at  their  request  and  convenience.  Public 
entities  such  as  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  Mt.  Department  of  State  Lands,  and  Soil  Conservation 
Service  will  be  consulted.  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife 
and  Parks  will  meet  with  the  Madison  County  commissioners 
annually  should  they  request  such  a  meeting. 

The  primary  objectives  of  improving  range  conditions  and 
allowing  for  increased  use  of  the  area  by  wildlife  will  be 
maintained . 

Noxious  weeds  will  be  controlled  as  identified  and  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  MFWP's  statewide  weed  management  policy 
(see  Appendix) .  The  Department  will  continue  to  coordinate  with 
adjacent  landowners  and  county  weed  boards  for  weed  control. 

Public  use  and  access  to  these  lands  will  be  managed 
consistent  with  MFWP's  state  and  regional  management  objectives 
for  WMA's.  Recreation  on  the  Robb  Creek  property  is  expected  to 
increase  by  10%  (or  1200  recreation  days)  over  a  period  of  10 
years.  Access  objectives  include  public  use  of  these  management 
areas  consistent  with  resource  protection  goals  (i.e.  vegetation 
patterns  and  soil  stability) .  Jeep  trails  judged  to  be  damaging 
the  character  or  quality  of  the  land  or  are  superfluous  will  be 
closed.  A  winter  use  closure  to  all  unauthorized  activities  will 
be  implemented.  This  seasonal  closure  is  designed  to  address  elk 
cover,  security  and  forage  needs  and  to  prevent  human  distur- 
bance. This  is  consistent  with  a  seasonal  closure  policy  in 
effect  on  all  wildlife  management  areas  within  the  region.  Other 
regulations  as  they  specifically  relate  to  this  and  other  WMA's 
will  also  apply.  These  include  a  closure  to  all  mountain  lion 
hunting  and  restrictions  on  fur  trapping  activities. 

Impacts 

Changes  in  management  direction  for  the  Robb  Creek  proper- 
ties as  stated  and  adjustments  to  some  land  use  practices  (jeep 
trails,  fence  modification,  directed  public  access,  etc.),  will 
benefit  wildlife  currently  using  the  area.  Improving  habitat 
quality  will  alleviate  the  potential  for  future  game  depredation 
problems  on  adjacent  private  lands.  Should  game  depredation 
occur,  one  or  more  of  the  following  methods  would  be  implemented: 
ie.  fencing;  scareguns;  panels  for  haystacks;  materials  to  build 
permanent    haystack    yards;    herders;    kill    permits;    and  special 
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hunting  seasons.  A  combination  of  the  above  methods  would  be 
used  as  necessary  to  resolve  problems  which  might  occur^ 

Public  use  of  Robb  Creek  lands  will  be  guaranteed  during  the 
hunting  season  according  to  management  goals  for  the  area.  Use 
will  be  consistent  with  established  travel  patterns.  With  public 
ownership  and  increases  in  game  populations,  hunting  and  fishing 
opportunities  will- increase. 

Management  Activities 

Aerial  and  ground  surveys  and  inventories  of  wildlife  use  of 
the  area  will  be  conducted.  The  area  will  be  used  on  occasion 
for  capturing  and  individually  marking  elk  and  other  wildlife  as 
party  of  ongoing  research  efforts.  This  may  involve  helicopter 
drive  netting.  Changes  in  numbers  and  patterns  of  use  by  elk  and 
other  big  game  species  will  be  documented.  Vegetation  sampling 
and  evaluation  will  be  conducted  on  a  regular  basis.  Other  land 
management  specialists  and  agencies  will  be  contacted  as  needed 
for  technical  assistance  in  order  to  implement  actions  specified 
under  management  plans  for  the  area.  Within  the  scope  of 
wildlife  objectives,  physical  developments  will  be  evaluated. 
Historic  and  cultural  values  and  a  final  management  plan  will 
dictate  the  extent  of  physical  development  and  activity. 
Entrance  and  boundary  signs  will  be  erected  to  facilitate  public 
use  and  to  inform  the  public  of  the  benefits  and  opportunities  in 
the  area. 
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ROBB  CREEK  MAILING  LIST  FOR  PRELIMINARY  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


Mr.  John  Allhands 
Madison  County  Commissioner 
204  E.  Hamilton 
Sheridan,   MT  59749 

Mr.  Byron  Bayers 
N.   of  Twin  Bridges 
Twin  Bridges,  MT  59754 


Mr.   Don  Bailey 
Box  3  2B 

Forsyth,   MT       59  3  27 

Dr.  Jim  Olson 
215  N.  10th 
Hamilton,   MT  59840 

Mr.  Robert  Jensen 
POB  2  07 

Circle,  MT  59215 

Buddy  Lundstrom 

Montana  Bowhunters  Assn. 

Malta,  MT 


Mr.  Bill  Dringle 

Madison  County  Commissioner 

Ennis  MT  59729 


Mr.  Tony  Schoonen,  Pres. 
MT.  Wildlife  Federation 
Box  2 

Ramsey,   MT  59748 

Mr.  Dan  Oakland 

2  3  03  Sundance 

Great  Falls,  MT  59404 

Mr.   F.  W.  Howell 
POB  337 

W.   Yellowstone,   MT  59758 

Fred  Conley  Ranch 
South  of  Alder 
Alder,  MT  59710 

Rich  Day 

Mt.  Wildlife  Federation 
Bozeman,  MT  59715 


Bureau  of  Land  Management  offices  in  Butte  and  Dillon,  Montana 
All  Montana  Representatives  and  Senators  from  Madison,  Beaverhead 

and  Silver  Bow  Counties 
Beaverhead  Forest  Supervisor 
Montana  Outfitters  Council 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Association,  Helena,  MT 


Snow  Crest  Ranch 
South  of  Alder 
Alder,   MT  59710 

Rebich  Brothers  Ranch 
2100  Lakner  Lane 
Dillon,  MT 

Spencer  Hegstad 
924  S.  Pacific 
Dillon,   MT  59725 

Chris  Marchion,  President 
Anaconda  Sportsmen  Club 
2105  Garfield 
Anaconda,  Mt  59711 


Joe  Peterson  Ranch 
South  of  Alder 
Alder,   MT  59710 

Ruby-Dell  Ranch 
Dillon,  MT 


Lee  Poole 
Ennis,   MT  59729 


Leo  A.  Giacometto 
Box  1 

Alzada,  MT  59311 
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Frank  G.  Moore 
Sheridan  Bun  Club 
Box  107 

Sheridan,  MT  50749 

Wise  River  Sportsmen  Ed  Osborn,  President 

Box  168  Ruby  Valley  Sportsmen  Assn. 

Wise  River,   MT       59762  POB  386 

Sheridan,  MT  59749 

John  Erb 
Dillon,  MT 


In  addition,  copies  of  the  preliminary  management  plan  were 
available  at  the  public  hearing. 

108.6 


John  Ralph,  President 
Silver  Bow  Archers 
POB  3843 

Butte,   MT  59701 
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Advertisement  of  Proposed  Robb  Cr.  Acquisition 


Public  meeting  in  Sheridan,  April  21,1988  in  conjunction  with  the  Madison 
Range  Committee,  7pm  Sheridan  High  School,  75-100  people  in  attendance. 
Munson  of  the  RMEF  gave  a  presentation. 

Two  other  meetings  with  rancher  groups  where  Robb  Cr.  was  part  of  the 
discussion. 

Senator  John  Anderson  involved  throughout  the  process. 
Full  page  ad  in  the  Bugle  Magazine. 
At  least  one  story  about  Robb  Cr.  in  the  Bozeman  Chronicle. 
Notice  of  Public  Hearing  printed  in: 

Butte  Standard 
Dillion  Examiner 
Bozeman  Chronicle 
Billings  Gazette 
Madisonian 

All  adjacent  landowners  and  County  Commissioners  were  contacted. 
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Thursday,  June  16, 1988  -  Page  11 


Sheridan  ranch  may 
become  wildlife  home 


SHERIDAN  -   A  cattle 

ranch  south  of  here  would  become  a 
range  for  elk,  deer  and  antelope 
under  a  state  proposal  to  buy  the 
34,789-acre  tract  for  wildlife  habitat.  , 

The  Robb  Creek  ranch  about  30  . 
miles  south  of  Sheridan  was  ac- 
quired in  October  by  a  private  con- 
servation group,  the  Rocky  Moun- 
tain Elk  Foundation,  and  the  state 
Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and 
Parks  plans  to  buy  it. 

It  would  be  the  first  purchase  in  a 
new  state  program  to  acquire  wild- 
life habitat.  The  program  is  funded 
by  an  increase  in  the  price  of  hunt- 
ing licenses. 

Bob  Munson,  executive  director 
of  the  Elk  Foundation,  said  the 
ranch  cost  slightly  less  than  $2  mil- 
lion and  would  be  sold  to  the  state 
for  about  the  same  sum. 

"When  we  bought  it  (in  October 
1987)  we  felt  the  Department  of 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  were  the 
best  people  to  own  it,"  he  said.  "We 
made  it  clear  we  were  looking  for  a 
conservation  buyer." 

No  other  prospective  buyers  exist 
at  this  time,  and  the  foundation  will 
probably  lose  money  when  it  sells 
the  ranch  for  its  appraised  value, 
he  added. 

The  ranch  includes  17,170  acres  of 
deeded  land,  10,817  acres  of  leased 
state  land  and  6,802  acres  leased 
from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Man- 
agement. The  Robb  Creek  land 
would  be  adjacent  to  the  state's 


17,423-acre  Blacktail  Wildlife  Man- 
agement Area  southeast  of  Dillon. 

State  wildlife  officials  have  said 
they  want  to  improve  vegetation  on 
the  Robb  Creek  land  by  grazing, 
burning,  irrigation  or  seeding, 
which  in  turn  will  increase  game 
populations. 

According  to  the  state's  proposed 
management  plan,  the  number  of 
elk  wintering  on  the  Robb  Creek 
ranch  would  be  increased  from  200 
to  400  now  to  700  to  900.  Mule  deer 
would  increase  from  less  than  200 
wintering  now  to  300.  Antelope 
would  go  from  200  up  to  400. 

The  Robb  Creek  Grazing  Associa- 
tion would  continue  to  run  cattle  on 
the  land  under  a  three-year  lease, 
the  plan  said,  but  livestock  grazing 
patterns  would  then  be  changed, 
perhaps  to  a  rest-rotation  system. 

The  range  would  be  open  to  hunt- 
ing with  a  road-management  sys- 
tem to  curtail  off-road  vehicle  use, 
the  plan  said.  The  range  would  be 
closed  in  winter  to  protect  elk. 

A  public  meeting  on  the  proposed 
purchase  will  be  June  22  in  the 
Sheridan  High  School.  The  Montana 
Fish  and  Game  Commission  is 
scheduled  to  vote  on  the  purchase 
at  its  June  23  meeting  at  Fairmont 
Hot  Springs. 

Munson  said  money  received 
from  the  sale  would  go  back  into 
the  foundation's  Habitat  Fund,  and 
that  other  acquisition  projects  are 
planned  in  Washing'  n  and  Colora- 
do. 


TRINITY 


NEWS 

by  Roberta  Cheney 

Almost  a  full  house  turned 
out  Sunday  to  greet  the 
Bishop  and  hear  his  plans  for 
the  Episcopal  Church  in/ 
Montana.  The  Rt.  Rev.  CI. 
Jones  was  assisted  during  the 
communion  service  by  the 
Rev.  Mary  Jacques  and  Roy 
Turley.  A  brunch  following 
the  service  honored  the 
Bishop  and  his  wife,  Ashby.j 
We  were  also  glad  to  have, 
members  of  St.  Paul's  and 
other  guests  join  us. 

Trinity  Episcopal  Church 
Women  will  meet  at  the  home 
of  Rnhh;<-  R">^  o«  "r-~- 


f>eople  need  rides  either  to  or 
rom  camp  are  July  2,  9  and 
16.  If  anyone  is  going  that  way 
or  would  like  to  take  a  vaca- 
tion trip  to  that  beautiful  part 
of  Montana  and  could  help 
out  with  transportation, 
please  let  Marie  know. 


June  19  will  be  morning 
prayer  and  sermon  with  Roy 
Turley  in  charge. 

Trinity  extends  a  welcome 
to  travelers  and  summer  resi- 
dents and  extends  an  invita- 
tion to  come  worship  with  us 
and  get  acquainted. 


LaFever's 

Virginia  CHy  Cafe 
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Robb  Creek 
hearing 

Wednesday 

The  Montana  Fish  and  Game 
Commission,  will  hold  a  public 
hearing  in  Sheridan  June  22  to 
receive  public  comments  on  a 
management  plan  developed 
for  the  state's  proposed,  ac- 
quisition J  ql  the  Robb  Creek  ^ 
Ranch. 

!*  The  Robb  Creek  property  is 
:  the  first  property  to  :  be 
'  presented  to  the  commission  by 
the1  Department  *  of  Fish," 
Wildlife  and  Parks  under  a  new 
law  passed  by  the  1987 
Legislature.  Under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  "wildlife  habitat 
bill,"  the  DFWP  can  purchase 
or  lease  land  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  protecting  or  enhancing 
wildlife  habitat. 

The  law  requires  that  the 
DFWP  present  a  management 
plan  to  the  Fish  and  Game 
Commission  for  any  property 
that  is  being  considered  for  ac-. 
quisition,  easement  or  lease.    >  j 

The  hearing  on  the  manage- 
ment plan  and  proposed  ac-  : 
quisition  of  the  Robb  Creek 
property  will  begin  at  7:30  p.m. 
at  the  Sheridan  High  School 
Gymnasium,  107  Madison  St. 

A  copy  of  the  management 
plan  can  be  obtained  from  the 
Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks,  Attn: 
Wildlife  Division,  1420  E. 
Sixth  Avenue,  Helena,  Mont. 
59620;  or  by  calling 
406-444-2612.  Written  com- 
ments sent  to  the  above  ad- 
dress must  be  received  by  June 
17.  Written  comments  will  also 
be  accepted  at  the  hearing.  ' 

Market  news 


Tractor  toils 


A  tractor  t 
neer  Moun 
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per  cwt.  as  steers  and  heifers  fell  off 
$1.60  and  cows  $.70;  calves  dropped 
S3. 30  per  cwt.  Sheep  were  down  SI. 90 
but  lambs  moved  up  $9  30  per  cwt. 


All  Wheat  Bu. 
Barley.  All  Bu.  1.6 

Bu.  1.78  F 

Oats  Bu.  1.74  1. 

Tnn  4K  00  4 


PUBLIC  MEETING:  June  22,  1988  at  7:30  pm  in  Sheridan,  Montana 

Approximately  fifty  people  attended  this  meeting.  The  Department  gave  a 
summary  of  the  Preliminary  Management  Plan  and  then  opened  the 
meeting  to  public  comment.  Fifteen  people  testified  representing  either 
themselves  or  organizations.  Twelve  were  in  favor  of  the  acquisition;  three 
asked  questions  or  made  comments  and  did  not  state  a  "for  or  against" 
position;  and  none  were  opposed. 

The  organizations  represented  were: 


Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation 
Audubon  Society 

Ruby  Valley  Sportsman  Association 
Wise  River  Sportsman  Club 
Gallatin  Wildlife  Association 
Madison  County  Commissioners 
Skyline  Sportsman  Association 
Robb  Creek  Grazing  Association 
Snowcrest  Ranch 
Soil  Conservation  Service 
Montana  Wildlife  Federation 
Montana  Bow  Hunters  Association 
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FISH  AND  GAME  PUBLIC  HEARING  ON  ROBB  CREEK/RMEF  PROPERTIES 

Sheridan,  Montana 
June  22,  1988 
7:30  pm 

James  W.  Flynn,  Director  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  opened  the 
meeting  and  introduced  Arnie  Olsen,  Wildlife  Administrator, 
Graham  Taylor  R-3  Wildlife  Biologist,  Fish  and  Game 
Commissioners,  and  Bob  Munson,  Executive  Director  of  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Elk  Foundation.  Flynn  outlined  the  procedure  for  the 
hearing;  Arnie  Olsen  to  give  an  overview  of  the  Department's 
ideas,  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk  Foundation  will  offer  comments  then 
the  floor  will  be  open  for  comments  from  the  audience.  Questions 
will  be  directed  to  Flynn  and  he  will  relay  them  appropriately  as 
necessary.     About  ten  people  indicated  they  would  like  to  speak. 

Arnie  Olsen  indicated  the  visual  aids  and  pointed  out  the  printed 
material  available,  the  Preliminary  Wildlife  Area  Management  Plan 
for  Robb  Creek  (which  has  been  available  for  review) . 

Current  Data 

This  property  includes  17,170  acres  of  deeded  land,  10,817  state 
lease,  and  6,802  BLM  leases  for  a  total  of  34,789.  The  wildlife 
that  currently  inhabits  the  area  is  estimated  at  about  200-400 
elk,  100-300  mule  deer,  and  100-200  antelope.  Other  big  game  are 
whitetail  deer,  moose,  black  bear  and  mountain  lion.  Small  game 
includes  sage  grouse,  blue  grouse,  ruffed  grouse,  Hungarian 
partridge,  miscellaneous  waterfowl,  beaver,  red  fox,  badger, 
coyote,  mink  and  bobcat.  Fish  -  rainbow  trout  and  brook  trout. 
Hunter  days  -  13,800  elk,  9,700  deer,  1,100  antelope.  Grazing- 
1,600  AUMs,  3  years  contract  in  effect  until  1990.  Taxes:  DFWP 
will  pay  equal  amount  in  lieu  of  $2,000  taxes  (Madison  and 
Beaverhead  counties).  51.52%  of  private  mineral  rights  assigned 
with  purchase.  Water:  6  permanent  streams.  Water  rights  for 
stock  water  and  irrigation  assigned  from  Spring  Ledford  and  Robb 
creeks.  Public  access  is  via  Ledford  Creek,  Robb  Creek,  and 
Swamp  Creek  roads. 

Summary 

Access  -  The  Department  has  worked  with  some  of  the  adjacent 
landowners  the  past  few  years  on  road  management  and  block 
management  programs.  The  main  arteries  have  remained  open  but 
some  of  the  side  jeep  trails  have  been  closed.  The  Department 
generally  closes  all  accesses  to  wildlife  management  areas  in  the 
winter  time,  associated  with  the  time  period  that  elk  are 
wintering  on  the  property  (December  1  to  May  15) .  All  recreation 
is  curtailed  during  that  time. 

General  Maintenance  -  maintenance  of  boundary  fences,  roads, 
putting  in  culverts,  maintain  existing  buildings,  sign  the 
property     as     to     ownership,     name,     access     points,  pertinent 
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background  regarding  purchasing. 

Weeds  -  The  Department  will  work  with  the  county  weed  boards  and 
cooperate  with  plans  in  effect. 

Game  damage  -  Department  has  several  options  depending  upon  the 
situation:  hay  panels  to  providing  herders.  Don't  anticipate 
any  problems  but  in  case  there  were,  the  Department  would  work 
within  the  tolerances  of  the  landowners  and  take  the  necessary 
action . 

Tours  -  The  Department  has  conducted  tours  for  ranchers  and  other 
interested  groups  to  show  them  Mt.  Haggin's  grazing  and 
management  program  and  this  will  be  available  on  an  appointment 
basis  for  Robb  Creek  properties. 

Opportunities  for  exchange  of  use,  consolidation,  or  trades  with 
adjacent  landowners  will  be  available. 

Grazing  -  AUMs  for  the  next  three  years  will  be  1,600.  A  program 
will  be  designed  for  Robb  Creek  and  the  Blacktail  over  the  next 
three  years  to  be  beneficial  to  elk  and  livestock. 

Bob  Munson,  Executive  Director  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Elk 
Foundation,  explained  why  they  bought  the  Robb  Creek  property. 
They  are  a  wildlife  conservation  organization  whose  mission  is  to 
generate  funds  from  the  private  sector  for  the  benefit  of  the  elk 
resource,  other  wildlife  and  their  habitat.  They  established  a 
North  American  Habitat  Fund  to  acquire  lands  through  acquisition, 
easement,  exchange,  etc.,  that  would  benefit  wildlife.  Robb 
Creek  came  about  as  a  result  of  Nature  Conservancy  calling  this 
property  to  our  attention.  RMEF  contacted  the  Robb  Creek  Grazing 
Association  and  made  an  offer  to  purchase  last  August  and  closed 
on  the  purchase  in  September.  The  intent  was  to  prevent  the  land 
from  adverse  development.  The  RMEF  felt  the  state  could  better 
manage  the  land  for  wildlife  values  and  sportsmen's  interests, 
hence  this  meeting.  The  nationwide  membership  of  the  Elk 
Foundation  is  extremely  pleased  with  the  procedures  and  they  feel 
that  the  best  interest  of  the  public  and  the  wildlife  resource 
are  being  served  through  this  purchase  and  also,  by  passing  it  on 
to  a  conservation  buyer.  They  feel  strongly  that  the  state  is 
the  best  manager  of  this  property. 

The  audience  was  then  invited  to  comment. 

State     Senator    John    Anderson,     Alder:         In     reading     over  the 
preliminary  management  plan,   there  are  a  few  things  that  need  to 
be  clarified.     Will  there  be  a  final  plan  before  you  purchase 
the  land,    or  is  this  the  management  plan  you  are  going  to  rely 
on? 
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Flynn:  This  preliminary  plan  will  be  reviewed  for  three  years. 
The  next  one  will  be  put  out  for  review.  A  three-year  contract 
on  the  grazing  is  in  place  on  the  property,  which  will  go  with 
the  exchange.  Grazing  is  the  principle  multiple  use  outside  of 
wildlife,  the  mining  and  timber  values  are  of  no  significance  at 
this  time,  and  we  haven't  spent  a  lot  of  time  reviewing  the 
grazing  situation  because  we  know  what  we  can  afford  for  the  next 
three  years  and  it  fits  with  the  three-year  time  frame  in  the 
law.  We  plan  to  use  that  time  period  to  come  to  a  conclusion  of 
what  we'll  do  over  the  long  term,   as  far  as  grazing  is  concerned. 

Anderson:  We  don't  know  what  effect  this  will  have  on  the 
adjacent  landowners.  On  reading  the  management  plan,  I  think  you 
should  be  working  with  the  adjacent  landowners  on  a  definite 
plan. 

Flynn:  It's  kinda  of  a  chicken-and-the-egg  situation.  If  we 
acquire  the  property  and  if  we  have  1,600  AUM  grazing  pattern 
established,  the  results  will  have  to  monitored  by  us  and  in 
conjunction  with  the  landowners  to  see  how  the  system  works.  You 
can't  predict  exactly  what  will  happen  ...  we  would  hope  that 
in  the  three-year  period  of  time  that  the  grazing  contract  is  in 
effect,  plus  our  interaction  with  the  neighboring  landowners, 
plus  the  involvement  of  a  rotation  system  (and  we  want  to  include 
the  Blacktail)  .  .  .  bring  all  these  factors  together  and  then 
decide  how  we'll  operate  over  the  five  -  ten  years. 

Anderson:  Will  the  landowners  have  any  input  in  setting  the 
plan? 

Flynn:  Not  only  input,  Senator,  but  one  entity  that  isn't  going 
to  bring  any  cap  on  this  is  us.  We  want  the  input  of  the  users 
(landowners)  of  the  system,  because  obviously,  the  Dept.  isn't 
going  to  buy  cattle  to  run  on  a  rest-rotation  system  on  these 
properties . 

Anderson:  Unless  you  have  a  proper  understanding,  you're  not 
going  to  have  the  cooperation  of  the  landowners.  Most  landowners 
want  to  work  with  the  Department  and  sportsmen  and  to  see  that 
the  land  is  taken  care  of,  in  order  to  do  this,  you're  going  to 
have  to  work  very  closely  and  there  will  have  to  be  some 
questions  answered. 

Flynn:  We  have  bean  managing  property  at  Wall  Creek,  Mt.  Haggin 
Beartooth  game  ranges  and  are  aware  of  the  need  to  maintain 
neighborly  relations.  They  are  not  only  good  for  us  and  the 
sportsmen  but  good  for  the  resource  we  are  trying  to  manage. 

Anderson:  The  management  plan  doesn't  say  much  about  what  your 
plans  are  in  regard  to  landowners  besides  meeting  the  criteria  in 
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the  statutes  which  provides  that  you  have  definite  criteria  in 
order  to  meet  the  conditions  of  landowners  .  .  .  so  I  think  it 
would  be  worthwhile  for  the  Department  to  contact  all  adjacent 
landowners  and  try  to  get  their  opinion. 

Flynn:     We  will  do  that. 

Don  Stoecker,  Georgetown  Lake  and  vice  president  of  Audubon 
Society.  I  agree  with  the  acquisition  of  this  land  ...  am 
concerned  with  the  increase  in  elk  regarding  landowners, 
management  of  sage  grouse  and  game  birds.  Will  you  be  able  to 
make  adjustments  with  landowners  concerning  the  increase  in  elk 
as  you  have  done  with  Fleecer  range? 

Flynn:  Yes.  A  key  point  is  that  we  have  various  land  holdings 
throughout  the  state  and  in  southwestern  part  because  it's  prime 
habitat  generally.  In  all  instances  we  have  worked  with 
landowners  so  the  impacts  are  negated  or  at  least  mitigated.  At 
Fleecer  the  need  of  the  landowners  have  been  satisfied  and  we're 
managing  wildlife.  At  Mt.  Haggin  we  have  a  comprehensive  rest- 
rotation  system  and  the  landowners  are  very  well  satisfied.  We 
have  a  commitment  attached  to  the  sale  of  this  property  for  three 
years  on  the  Robb  Creek  property,  so  the  flexibility  to  do 
anything  different  for  three  years  is  not  there.  During  this 
three  years,  we'll  get  technical  expertise  in,  discuss  it  with 
the  private  landowners  involved  and  when  that  review  time  is  up, 
hopefully  we'll  have  an  acceptable  solution  to  implement  at  that 
time . 

Stoecker:  You  will  make  these  landowners  aware  of  what  you  have 
done  on  Fleecer  and  these  other  places  and  how  it  worked  out  with 
them? 

Flynn:  Yes.  We  have  groups  such  as  the  stockgrowers  who  sponsor 
tours  of  Mt.  Haggin  and  generally  those  tours  are  made  up  of 
landowners  showing  them  what  can  be  done. 

Stoecker:  Some  landowners  may  not  be  quite  aware  of  what  you 
have  done,  but  you  will  let  them  know  what  you  have  done  in  other 
places? 

Flynn:  Yes. 

Vern  Doornbos,  Ruby  Valley  Sportsman  Association:  We  drafted  a 
letter  we  want  into  the  record:  The  Ruby  Valley  Sportsman 
Association  was  formed  in  January  1988,  to  promote  member 
interest  in  multiple  use  of  public  lands  and  good  relations  among 
all  parties  involved  in  land  use.  We  currently  have  97  members, 
have  monthly  meetings  and  are  learning  more  about  the  planning 
process,    and   are   taking  part   in  the  various  activities  as  they 


62 


Robb  Creek-RMEF  Property 
Sheridan  Public  Hearing 
Page  5 

appear  on  the  schedule.  Several  members  attended  the  Wall  Creek 
Game  Range  tour  and  learned  that  cattle  and  wildlife  can  not  only 
co-exist  on  the  same  range  but  the  presence  of  cattle  has  a 
beneficial  effect  on  the  health  and  number  of  elk.  This  has  been 
verified  at  Wall  Creek  and  by  various  other  independent  studies. 
The  Wall  Creek  coordinated  resource  management  plan,  has  been 
very  successful,  as  acknowledged  by  the  Forest  Service,  the 
Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,  and  the  Wall  Creek  Stock 
Association.  Therefore  it  provides  valuable  information  that  can 
be  used  in  managing  the  proposed  game  range  at  Robb  Creek,  if  and 
when  it  becomes  reality.  It  provides  for  continued  cattle 
grazing  during  the  spring  and  summer  months,  elk  grazing  during 
the  late  fall  and  winter  months,  and  public  access  from  May  15  to 
December  1,  annually. 

The  Ruby  Valley  Sportsman  Association  supports  the  acquisition  of 
the  Robb  Creek  property  by  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and 
Parks,  and  supports  management  in  a  manner  very  similar  to  that 
conducted  at  the  Wall  Creek  Game  Range.  This  would  include 
continued  annual  cattle  grazing  of  the  rest-rotation  nature  that 
would  include  the  game  range  and  nearby  grazing  allotments  on  the 
Forest  Service  lands,  plus  public  access  to  the  game  range  and 
forest  lands.  We  also  feel  that  the  Blacktail  Game  Range  should 
be  included  in  the  management  plan  as  it  has  been  16  years  with 
no  cattle  grazing  allowed.  Given  a  management  plan  that  would 
start  the  first  the  year  and  public  access  to  the  game  range,  we 
would  support  the  sale  of  the  property  to  the  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks. 

Skip  Matheson,  Wise  River  Sportsman  Club,  Wise  River:  You  have 
increased  the  objective  in  the  elk,  deer  and  antelope  numbers. 
Do  you  have  any  sort  of  a  goal  for  increases  in  hunter  days 
corresponding  with  the  animal  numbers? 

Arnie  Olsen:  We  do  not  have  specific  days  .  .  .  we  do  have  some 
projections.  We've  developed,  as  part  of  the  process  we  go 
through,  for  deciding  which  lands  are  reasonable  for  us  to  look 
at  for  acquisition.  .  .  we  look  at  various  criteria  and  this  is 
one,  the  potential  for  increased  recreation.  I'll  show  you 
later. 

Matheson:  You've  got  quite  a  surrounding  of  Snowcrest  Ranch 
properties.  Have  you  had  any  exchange  with  them  regarding  goals 
and  future  plans? 

Flynn:  Our  field  people  have  had  some  discussions  with  Snow 
Crest  Ranch  and  other  landowners  in  the  area,  through  the  years. 
The  primary  use  of  the  Robb  Creek  property  has  been  and  probably 
will  be  grazing  besides  wildlife.  There  is  a  three-year 
commitment  on  grazing  so  there  will  be  no  adjustments  on  that  for 
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three  years.  Future  discussions  will  be  on  what  might  happen 
three  years  from  now. 

Matheson:  On  behalf  of  the  club,  we  would  like  to  support  the 
purchase.  We're  really  pleased  with  the  landowner  relationships 
as  the  Wise  River  Sportsman  Club  is  settled  in  a  small  valley 
with  the  majority  of  the  people  being  in  the  ranching  industry. 
We've    seen    very    good    cooperation.  Mr.    Smith,    who    has  the 

surrounding  property  next  to  the  Fleecer  range,  has  good 
relations.  I  think  if  you  are  going  to  increase  elk  numbers,  you 
might  see  a  slight  decrease  in  grazing  units  and  that's  one  of 
the  reasons  for  buying  the  property,  I  would  assume.  I  think  you 
are  going  to  find  good  working  relationships.  Sportsmen  have 
been  educated  to  the  point  where  they  understand  that  some  type 
of  management  of  that  range  is  necessary,  and  that  elk  only  don't 
accomplish  that  alone.     I  hope  this  will  ease  your  mind  somewhat. 

Gene  Quinnemen,  Secretary-Treasurer  of  Gallatin  Wildlife 
Association,      Bozeman:  The     Gallatin     Wildlife  Association 

supported  HB  52  6  and  we  think  the  purchase  of  Robb  Creek  property 
is  in  the  spirit  of  that  bill  and  we  support  its  acquisition  by 
the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks.  I  understand  there 
are  some  Forest  Service  permits  that  go  with  this  sale,  and  I 
don't  see  that  mentioned.  If  there  are  any,  I  would  like  to  know 
what  contact  may  have  been  made  with  the  Forest  Service  and  how 
these  permits  would  be  managed  with  this  property. 

Olsen:     There  are  no  Forest  Service  permits  with  this. 

John  Allhands,  one  of  the  original  owners  of  Robb  Creek:  I'm 
also  a  county  commissioner.  I'll  give  you  a  brief  history  of  the 
area.  It  was  bought  in  1960  from  an  estate  that  ran  sheep.  At 
that  time  there  were  very  few  fences  on  it.  We've  since  put  on 
40  miles  of  cross  fence  and  40  miles  of  boundary  fence.  In  the 
preliminary  management  plan,  you  have  present,  continuous 
grazing.  We  have  13  pastures  that  are  in  rotation,  it  is  not 
continuous  grazing.  We  have  put  in  over  20  miles  of  gravity  flow 
water  line,  we  have  over  27  water  tanks  that  feed  this  area,  not 
only  for  livestock  but  also  for  game.  When  we  purchased  the  area 
in  1960,  there  was  approximately  800  head  of  elk  in  the  area,  but 
now  there  are  close  to  3,000.  We  have  many  antelope  and  deer. 
The  range  condition  has  improved  from  fair  to  good  to  excellent. 
In  1977,  we  were  the  instigator  of  a  branch  antlered  season.  We 
were  running  mostly  dry  cows.  We  didn't  mind  running  the  elk  but 
we  wanted  them  to  be  producing.  I  think  at  that  time,  the 
calving  rate  was  15-17  percent.  I  believe  now  it  is  over  50 
percent.  We  would  see  very  few  bulls  with  the  cows,  now  you  see 
quite  a  few  branch  antlered  bulls,  a  few  seven-point  bulls  with 
many  mature  bulls.     In  1968  we  approached  the  Fish  and  Game  to 
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plants  some  goats,  which  they  did.  There  are  now  a  season  on 
them  for  the  last  2-3  years.  We  also  approached  the  Fish  and 
Game  to  plant  some  sheep,  which  they  have  not  done.  We  have  a 
rotation  system  on  the  major  portion  of  the  BLM  .  .  .  it's  a  one- 
year-on  and  one-year-off  on  the  north  and  south  side  of  the  east 
fork  of  the  Blacktail.  I  think  many  people  here  have  been  up 
there  since  the  Fish  and  Game  bought  it  and  have  seen  the  influx 
of  weeds  and  willows  in  the  creek  bottom  which  is  not  used  by 
game  for  any  grazing  because  it  is,  at  the  present  time,  so  rank 
and  sour.  We  initiated,  along  with  the  Fish  and  Game  in  1985,  a 
road  restriction  on  the  area.  We  were  getting  a  tremendous 
amount  of  off-road  travel  after  the  Forest  Service  and  BLM  put  in 
road  restrictions  on  their  area.  It  has  been  successful.  I  feel 
that  the  Robb  Creek  Association  has  managed  their  cattle  as  well 
as  managed  for  game  through  all  the  years  that  we've  been  up 
there.  We  support  the  acguisition  by  the  Fish  and  Game  and  we 
would  also  like  to  be  the  grazing  lessee  for  many  more  years. 

Bill  Holdorf,  President  of  Skyline  Sportsman  Association  in 
Butte.  Our  members  are  not  unanimous  but  we're  very  close  to 
being  unanimous  in  this  area  to  favor.  We  have  some  members  that 
think  the  only  thing  that  you  can  go  after  is  elk  and  we  have 
some  that  think  you're  not  going  to  raise  many  more  elk  up  there. 
That  area  has  tremendous  potential  for  wildlife.  I  favor  this 
purchase     very     much.  (He     read     from     a     copy     of     the  RMEF 

publication:  Getting  the  Job  Done  -  We  all  know  that  the  mission 
of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Foundation  is  to  raise  funds  for  private 
sources  to  support  on  the  ground  programs  which  benefit  elk  .  .  . 
and  then  I  underlined,  and  other  wildlife.  )  The  "other 
wildlife"  is  the  thing  that  interests  me  very  much.  I  went  to 
college  in  Dillon  in  1948  and  I  would  say  around  1950  I  came  into 
this  area  hunting  sage  chickens.  I  have  hunted  sage  chickens 
every  year  since  then.  Every  year  I  have  come  here  wondering  if 
I  would  see  signs  "No  Trespassing."  The  ranchers  have  been 
gracious  enough  not  to  do  that.  I  have  hunted  antelope  when  I 
had  a  permit  and  we've  even  taken  deer  in  that  season.  The  sage 
chicken  season  closes  early  and  maybe  that  can  be  changed,  but 
the  point  is,  this  has  been  a  recreational  area  I  have  hunted  for 
nearly  40  years.  I'd  like  to  be  able  to  continue  that.  I  would 
like  to  see  the  Fish  and  Game  purchase  this.  From  a  sportsmen 
viewpoint,  you  can  hunt  antelope,  deer,  and  all  types  of  birds  up 
there . 

Byron  Byers,  County  Commissioner  in  Madison  County:  I  think  any 
time  a  government  agency  comes  into  Montana  or  Madison  County  as 
an  entity,  I  think  people  should  be  aware  of  what  payment  in  lieu 
of  taxes  are,  and  I  wish  you  would  explain  that  to  this  group. 
You  have  mentioned  it  briefly  but  I  think  it  deserves  a 
discussion  on  your  part.  I  am  also  interested  in,  on  the 
standpoint  of  the  county,    in  your  management  goal  you  talk  about 
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maximum  limits  on  elk  numbers  will  be  dictated  by  forage 
available  and  the  adjacent  landowner  tolerance.  I  think 
throughout  most  of  Montana  (and  I'm  a  rancher)  one  of  the  biggest 
complaints  is  that  if  the  elk  become  too  numerous,  they  eat  them 
out  of  their  place.  I  think  some  of  us  would  like  to  hear  you 
talk  about  what  is  the  landowner  tolerance  that  you're  going  to 
work  toward.  I  think  we  have  to  address  that  critical  issue.  If 
you  get  too  many  elk  on  the  range,  then  the  tolerance  of  the 
people  around  it  is  very  critical.  Another  thing  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  county  is  impact.  One  of  the  hardest  things 
we  have  to  adjust  to  is  anything  that  comes  into  the  county  that 
impacts  us  to  where  we  have  trouble  handling  it.  I  would  like 
you  to  explain  what  the  nature  of  the  Department  is  as  far  as 
handling  impacts  that  may  come  because  of  this  purchase. 
Basically,  I  think  it's  a  nice  plan  and  I  think  it  can  benefit  a 
lot  of  people,  but  I  do  think  we  have  to  be  a  little  bit  careful 
of  the  impact  that  it  has  on  the  county  and  the  people  around  it 
because  that  affects  all  of  us  if  it's  a  problem. 

Flynn:  With  respect  to  ...  in  lieu  of  taxes,  generally  local 
and  state  governments  don't  pay  taxes.  They  don't  pay  taxes  on 
property  they  own;  however,  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and 
Parks  with  their  wildlife  management  areas  and  our  state  fishing 
access  sites,  but  not  our  state  parks,  we  do  pay  what  we  call  "in 
lieu  of  taxes"  which  is  basically  what  property  taxes  would  be  on 
property.  Lewis  and  Clark  Caverns,  for  example,  doesn't  pay 
taxes,  but  we  do  on  Mt.  Haggin  and  the  other  wildlife  management 
areas.  Generally  we  do  not  have  buildings  on  our  property,  we 
don't  have  equipment,  but  on  the  property  we  have  and  the 
buildings  that  we  do  have,  we  pay  exactly  what  the  property  taxes 
would  be.  As  far  as  the  impacts,  I  don't  know  that  there  will  be 
any  impacts  other  than  it  may  increase  the  amount  of  recreation 
in  the  area,  and  I  guess  some  might  view  that  as  a  positive  and 
some  might  view  it  as  a  negative.  As  far  as  us  compensating  for 
the  negative,  that's  something  we  would  not  do.  Increase  in 
recreation  would  mean  more  gas  sold,  etc.  With  respect  to  the 
landowner  tolerance,  I  think  the  record  is  clear,  over  the  last 
6-7  years  the  Department  and  Commission  have  spent  a  great  deal 
of  time  trying  to  address  the  area  of  landowner-sportsman 
relations  and  game  damage  and  landowner  tolerance  is  a  part  of 
that  whole  equation.  We  do  try  the  best  we  possibly  can  to 
address  those  concerns  when  they  are  brought  to  our  attention. 
Keeping  in  mind  throughout  the  whole  process  that  we  do  have  to 
balance  what  the  landowner  wants,  the  resource  and  what  the 
public  wants.  We  spend  $170,000-180,000  a  year  addressing  game 
damage.  We  spend  another  $100,000  a  year  on  establishing  block 
management  programs  which  in  a  way  address  landowner  tolerance. 
We  are  very  sensitized  to  landowner  tolerances.  We  don't  want 
them  to  be  unhappy.  Sometimes  we  run  into  situations  where  we 
can't  help,  the  reason  is  either  that  landowner  or  his  neighbor's 
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attitude  toward  sportsmen  and  the  numbers  that  are  causing  the 
problem.  In  parts  of  the  state  we  provide  landowners  with 
materials  to  deal  with  game  damage,  issue  permits  to  get  the 
numbers  down,  trap  and  transplant.  Again,  for  three  years,  there 
shouldn't  be  much  change  on  the  Robb  Creek  property. 

Byers:  I     think     it's     fine     to     talk     about     the  three-year 

commitment,  however,  it's  been  my  experience  in  the  past  that 
it's  best  to  talk  about  these  things  when  they're  started.  If 
the  problems  come  after  the  three  years  are  up,  it's  a  different 
situation  than  it  is  tonight  when  you're  having  a  hearing.  The 
second  thing  we  need  to  think  about  is  the  impact.  As  a  county 
we  run  into  this  with  the  Forest  Service  and  other  government 
agencies,  e.g.,  roads  are  one  of  the  biggest  county  impacts.  If 
you  put  a  road  condition  type  problem  on  the  county,  then  we  have 
an  impact  because  we  are  tightly  strapped  for  funds.  We  have  a 
problem  keeping  roads  to  the  standard  we  have  today.  Maybe  the 
standard  that  the  Robb  Creek  people  and  your  people  for  your 
normal  seasons  the  standard  is  ok,  but  will  it  be  ok  if  this  deal 
is  made?  Are  you  willing  to  face  the  impacts  that  you're 
bringing  with  this  acquisition? 

Flynn:  When  we  purchase  property  we  view  ourselves  as  a 
landowner,  we  take  care  of  our  weeds  and  fences  and  do  the  things 
other  landowners  do,  but  if  you're  wanting  a  commitment  from  me 
that  at  some  point  in  time  if  there's  a  road  problem,  we're  going 
to  fund  it,  I  can't  give  you  that  commitment.  We  don't  feel  that 
paying  in  lieu  of  taxes  cleans  the  slate,  but  if  the  RMEF  were  to 
run  Robb  Creek  for  the  next  ten  years,  would  you  expect  them  to 
be  paying  for  impacts  due  to  the  recreation  opportunities? 

Byers:  I  think  we  are  talking  about  oranges  and  apples  because 
they  are  a  different  type  organization  than  you  are.  I  think  it 
should  be  brought  out.  The  Forest  Service  and  the  DFWP  have 
created  impacts  for  us.  I  said  to  a  FWP  person  the  other  day 
that  you  are  not  willing  to  talk  about  your  impacts,  you  have  the 
laws,  you  write  the  regulations,  you  want  to  live  with  them 
without  talking  about  this.  From  our  standpoint  as  a  county,  I 
think  we  need  to  address  this  up  front  so  that  if  we  have  impacts 
you  have  caused,  I  think  we  need  to  have  some  answer  tonight 
whether  you  are  willing  to  face  some  of  those  impacts.  If  I'm 
still  a  commissioner  in  three  years  and  we've  got  a  big  impact 
that  you've  caused  by  this  purchase,  and  you  say  tonight  one 
thing  or  another,   I'm  going  to  remind  you  of  it  in  three  years. 

Flynn:  If  you  want  a  commitment  on  road  impacts,  no  I  won't  do 
that . 

Byers:  I'm  just  saying  impacts  per  se.  You're  not  willing  to 
face  impacts  you  bring  with  this  purchase? 
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Flynn:  I  will  not  make  any  commitments  to  you  as  a  county 
official  other  than  we  will  pay  the  in  lieu  taxes  like  we  do  in 
every  other  county. 

Jay  Barnosky:  I  represent  Robb  Creek  at  the  moment  and  all  the 
members  are  in  favor  of  the  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  acquiring 
the  ground.  We  have  been  running  2,200  head  of  cattle  and  we're 
presently  running  1,600  which  is  a  reduction.  Regarding  the 
three-year  plan,  all  the  members  of  Robb  Creek  have  agreed  that 
we  would  like  to  start  developing  the  plan  or  do  whatever  we  can; 
we're  willing  to  work  with  you  immediately  rather  than  wait  until 
the  three  years  are  up.  Had  the  Elk  Foundation  not  bought  this 
ground  at  the  time,  it  probably  would  have  been  sold  to  a 
subdivider  which  would  have  divided  it  up,  probably  would  have 
shut  off  a  good  part  of  the  public  ground,  and  I  think  that  would 
have  been  a  far  greater  impact  than  doing  this. 

Bill  Closs:  I'm  the  owner  of  Snowcrest  Ranch.  I  believe  that  we 
have  more  natural  boundary  than  any  of  the  other  ranchers 
adjoining  the  Robb  Creek  Association.  I'm  also  pleased  that  you 
weren't  sold  to  a  subdivider.  I  like  this  part  of  the  country 
and  I  enjoy  it.  I'd  be  foolish  not  to  be  concerned  about  what 
has  happened,  with  all  due  respect  to  Jim  that  there  isn't  more 
of  a  plan,  at  least  I  expected  to  see  one  for  the  adjacent 
landowners.  I  believe  there  is  a  statute  in  affect  that  says 
that  you're  required  to  have  a  plan.  And  if  this  is  a  plan,  it's 
very  brief.  I  do  understand  the  three-year  problem.  I  believe 
there  should  be  something  more  definitive  in  stating  your 
position  and  how  you  expect  such  "impact"  .  .  .  how  many  more 
people,  how  many  more  cars,  what  effects  on  the  road,  how  much 
more  supervision  will  be  required  on  my  part  on  the  ranch  to 
maintain  our  standards  to  at  last  take  care  of  the  private  lands. 
I'm  not  anti-sportsman,  let  me  go  on  record,  but  I  would  feel 
more  comfortable  if  I  had  a  better  feeling  of  what  is  really 
going  to  happen  in  the  next  three  years  when  all  of  you  don't 
agree  with  B.  Byers'  statement,  I  also  would  say  I  would  feel 
more  comfortable  with  a  gentleman's  agreement  going  in  as  to  what 
is  most  probably  going  to  happen.  Perhaps  if  I  had  a  plan  of  one 
of  your  successful  areas  that  has  been  mentioned  that  that  would 
give  me  a  better  feeling.  But  tonight,  based  on  what  I've  heard, 
I  don't  have  a  real  comfortable  feeling.     That's  my  position. 

Lex  Riggle,  Soil  Conservationist,  Sheridan:  Early  last  fall  the 
Robb  Creek  Association  expressed  interest  to  the  Soil 
Conservation  Service  when  it  became  apparent  there  was  going  to 
be  an  ownership  change  in  the  ranch.  Their  interests  were  in 
modifying  their  present  grazing  system  which  would  further 
accommodate  the  wildlife  needs,  and  also  still  address  their 
livestock  concerns.  They've  expressed  interest  to  me  and  I'm 
also    interested    in   having   the    Fish   and   Game   participate    in  a 
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modification  of  that  grazing  plan.  I  am  asking  you  is  whether 
you'd  be  willing  to  participate  in  modifying  that  grazing  system? 

Flynn:  Yes. 

Tony  Schoonen:  President  of  Montana  Wildlife  Federation,  Ramsay. 
Our  organization  of  5,000  members,  took  the  lead  in  sponsoring  HB 
526  which  provided  the  funding  for  purchase  of  big  game  winter 
range.  I'm  also  a  member  of  the  East  Pioneer  Stewardship  program 
where  I  work  with  landowners  and  I  can  assure  the  people  who  are 
a  little  bit  squeamish  about  this  type  of  exchange  that  on 
Fleecer  Mountain,  e.g.,  and  also  on  Mt.  Haggin,  the  type  of  rest- 
rotation  programs  that  are  going  on  in  those  areas  have  been  very 
successful.  Maynard  Smith,  e.g.,  is  on  the  stewardship  group 
with  me  and  he's  one  of  the  main  lessees  on  Fleecer  on  that 
early-on,  early-off  type  program  that  is  used  by  the  Fish  and 
Game  and  the  lessee  is  very  helpful  to  elk.  Also  the 
Christainson ' s  and  the  other  lessees  on  Mt.  Haggin  .  .  .  that  has 
been  very  successful.  I  know  a  lot  of  the  sportsmen  have  made 
field  trips  up  into  those  areas  and  it  would  be  a  shame  if 
exchange  went  through  without  working  those  type  situations  in. 
I'm  sure  this  is  what  the  DFWP  is  trying  to  stress  here  tonight. 
I'm  also  speaking  for  several  other  organizations  whose  members 
couldn't  be  here  tonight  .  .  .  The  Anaconda  Sportsman  Club,  the 
George  Grant  Chapter  of  Trout  Unlimited,  Silver  Bow  Archers,  and 
the  Butte  Chapter  of  Ducks  Unlimited.  All  these  organizations 
are  in  full  support  of  the  purchase  of  Robb  Creek.  A  few  years 
back  when  Wall  Creek  game  range  was  purchased,  there  were  a  lot 
of  bets  taken  that  the  elk  wouldn't  even  come  down  on  the  bench, 
that  far  down  out  of  the  hills  to  winter  there.  I  think  that  was 
proven  wrong,  they  do  come  down  there  and  winter.  Fish  and  Game 
Department  allows  grazing  on  the  Wall  Creek  Game  Range  and  I 
think  as  John  Anderson  said,  and  Byron  Byers,  every  effort  should 
be  made  to  work  with  adjacent  landowners.  I'm  sure  that  they 
will.  I've  seen  it  work  right  in  our  back  yard  at  Mt.  Haggin  and 
Fleecer.  The  Wildlife  Federation  and  these  other  groups  do 
support  it. 

Bob  Munson:  Read  a  letter  that  was  dropped  off  for  the 
Commissioners  from  the  Montana  Bow  Hunters  Association  endorsing 
the  purchase  by  the  MDFWP.  On  behalf  of  the  Elk  Foundation,  if 
the  state  purchases  this  particular  piece  of  property,  it's  not 
an  in-again,  out-again  situation  for  us.  We're  committed  to 
making  sure  that  many  of  the  expressions  of  concerns  that  have 
been  voiced  tonight  are  facilitated,  and  we  will  be  very  ready, 
willing  and  able  to  assist,  not  just  the  cattlemen  but  adjacent 
landowners  in  the  state  in  any  way  we  can  in  making  this  a  real 
model  and  pattern  for  taking  care  of  and  addressing  the  interests 
of  many  groups,  and  really  fostering  a  program  that  can  be 
beneficial     to    wildlife    and    sportsmen,     wildlife,     and  private 
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landowners . 

Max  Miller,  Robb  Creek:  The  Elk  Foundation  has  been  straight 
forward  and  done  everything  they  said  they  would  do.  We  had  two 
other  buyers  we  could  have  sold  to,  and  I  think  the  community  of 
Dillon,  Beaverhead  and  the  valley  around  here  are  very  lucky  that 
RMEF  got  it  instead  who  we  could  have  sold  it  to. 

Don  Bailey:  In  regard  to  Byron  Byers'  concerns,  I  think  there  is 
some  substance  to  those  basic  concerns,  and  if  not  necessarily  in 
the  arena  of  county  roads,  possibly  some  other  things.  I  think 
increased  public  traffic  in  this  area  could  create  additional 
fire  hazards  and  it  would  probably  be  well  for  the  Department  in 
negotiations  on  down  the  road,  to  at  least  visit  with  the  county 
officials  and  have  some  kind  of  a  plan  where  they  could  cooperate 
in  the  event  that  something  like  this  does  come  to  past. 

Jim  Olson:  There  is  a  lot  of  concern  about  cooperating  with 
landowners  and  that's  an  important  issue.  We'll  do  the  best  we 
can  and  help  out  as  much  as  we  can. 

The  public  hearing  adjourned. 
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DREYER  RANCH  SUMMARY 
SUMMARY  OF  HISTORY 
REGIONAL  LAND  PROPOSAL 
PRELIMINARY  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
MAILING  LIST  FOR  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
ADVERTISEMENT  OF  PROPOSED  ACQUISITION 
PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS 
PUBLIC  HEARING  ATTENDANCE  LIST 
EXCERPT  FROM  BOARD  OF  LAND  COMMISSIONERS 
DECEMBER  19 ,    1989  MEETING 


DREYER  RANCH  SUMMARY 


LOCATION 


LAND: 


WILDLIFE 


GRAZING: 


Powell  and  Missoula  Counties  -  adjacent  to 
Blackf oot-Clearwater  Game  Range 

2,960  acres  deeded 

1,64  0  acres  State  Lease 

12,822  acres  Champion  Lease 

160  acres  Plum  Creek  Timber 


17,582  acres  TOTAL 

1,500  elk  migration  route 

200  elk  year  long  on  Dreyer  deeded 

Objective  is  to  increase  elk  herd  by  2  0% 

Other  big  game:  whitetail  deer,  mule  deer, 
black  bear 

Other  small  game:     ruffed  grouse,  waterfowl, 

sandhill  crane,  beaver,  muskrat,  mink 
Fisheries:  brown,  rainbow  and  brook  trout 
Raptors 

Will  have  rest-rotation  grazing  system  - 
incorporated  into  Blackf oot-Clearwater  WMA 

Will  have  hay  and  cropland  leases  on  Dreyer 
lease  to  neighbors 

450  -  500  AU's 


ACCESS : 


Tote  Road 


APPRAISAL: 


by  MIA  appraiser,   reviewed  by  MFWP  and  DSL 


REASON  FOR  ACQUISITION:     Elk  migration  route,   enhancement  of 

Blackf oot-Clearwater  WMA 

STATUS:       $148,000  option  payment;  full  price  $1.48  million 
Anticipated  completion  date  -  fall  1989 
Approved  Fish  and  Game  Commission  on  Dec.  9,  1988 
and  State  Land  Board  on  Dec.   19,  1988. 
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SUMMARY  OF  HISTORY 


The  Montana  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  (MDFWP)  was 
contacted  in  January  of  1987  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Dreyer.  We  are 
attaching  a  copy  of  their  original  letter  to  us.  The  final 
paragraph  sets  out  their  terms  as  the  sellers  for  the  property  and 
their  lack  of  interest  in  a  conservation  easement. 

The  department  responded  at  that  time  we  had  no  finances  to 
consider  such  an  acquisition,  but  we  did  inform  them  of  the  pending 
legislation  before  the  '87  session.  The  Dreyers  were  most 
interested  in  getting  their  property  sold  by  the  end  of  calendar 
year  1987.  They  indicated  they  were  tired  of  running  the 
properties  on  their  own  and  that  it  was  advantageous  to  them  tax 
wise  to  conduct  a  sale  in  that  time  period.  As  a  result,  we  again 
contacted  The  Nature  Conservancy  to  see  if  they  would  act  as  an 
interim  holder  of  the  property  until  we  could  see  what  happened 
with  HB  526,  and  also  conduct  the  Robb  Creek  negotiations  because 
Robb  Creek  was  the  number  one  priority  in  the  state. 

After  much  discussion,  the  Dreyers  determined  they  would  wait  until 
1988,  as  they  did  not  want  to  deal  through  The  Nature  Conservancy. 
We  picked  up  discussions  with  them  again  in  July  1988,  with  the 
Dreyers  insisting  on  finalizing  a  deal  by  the  end  of  December  1988. 
The  department  did  develop  a  management  plan  for  the  area  which  is 
attached  for  your  information  and  held  a  public  hearing  in  Seeley 
Lake,  the  nearest  community  to  the  property.  We  have  attached  the 
results  of  that  for  your  review  and  consideration  along  with  the 
list  of  the  number  of  people  who  attended  that  meeting.  We  put 
notice  of  the  public  hearings  in  the  Great  Falls  Tribune,  Montana 
Sportsman  Newspaper,  Pathfinder  (local  paper  in  Seeley-Swan  area) , 
Blackfoot  Valley  Dispatch  and  the  Missoulian.  On  November  21,  our 
regional  supervisor  from  the  Missoula  office  met  with  the  county 
commissioners  of  Powell  County  on  the  acquisition. 

The  acreage  involved  with  the  Dreyer  acquisition  consists  in  total 
of  17,582  acres,  and  2,960  of  those  acres  are  deeded  acres.  The 
balance  are  leases  from  Champion  International,  Department  of  State 
Lands,  and  Plum  Creek  Timber  Company.  It  is  our  intent  to  begin 
planning  for  a  rest-rotation  grazing  system  to  be  set  up  on  the 
Dreyer  property  as  well  as  our  Blackf oot-Clearwater  W.M.A.  with 
neighboring  landowners  being  the  users  of  the  property.  Once  that 
grazing  system  is  in  place,  we  will  determine  which  of  the  leases 
will  be  continued  and  which  will  not  be  necessary  to  support  the 
grazing  system.  The  majority  of  the  property  will  be  involved  in 
leases.  We  are  currently  working  on  a  revised  management  plan,  to 
be  presented  to  the  Commission  which  takes  into  consideration 
comment  at  the  public  meeting. 
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A  1  I  AUIHlhH  1  M 


January  26,198? 


HECCIVED 


JAN  2  0  19b/ 


WILDLIFE  Division 


Amie  Olson 
Department  of  Fish  Wildlife  &  Parks 
1U20  East  6th  Avenue 
Helena,  Montana  59620 

Dear  Mr.  Olson, 

We  have  our  ranch  for  sale  and  thought  the  Fish  &  Game 
might  be  interested.    We  have  thought  about  selling  the 
ranch  to  a  large  corporation  as  a  hunting  &  fishing 
retreat,  but  we  think  the  place  would  better  serve  the 
Fish  A  Game  in  preserving  their  elk  and  deer  population. 

Our  ranch  is  located  Northeast  of  the  Blackfoot  Clear- 
water Game  Range.    Our  land  is  a  corridor  from  the 
game  range  to  Forest  Service  land  and  the  Bob  Marshall 
Wilderness.    We  have  2,960  acres  that  are  a  natural 
habitat  for  elk  and  deer. 

There  are  elk  and  deor  on  this  ranch  year  round,  many 
elk  and  deer  stay  on  the  place  thru  the  winter.  Several 
hundred  use  the  ranch  to  pass  thru  to  higher  country 
and  to  return  to  the  game  ranch  in  fall  and  winter. 
Around  100  head  of  elk  have  their  calves  in  our  pasture 
and  stay  there  thru  the  summer  and  fall.    In  the  early 
fall  during  breeding  season,  the  elk  congregate  in 
the  pastures  and  meadows  near  our  buildings.  Our 
meadows  and  some  timber  land  are  in  Area  282. 

Wo  also,  have  about  1  mile  of  Cottonwood  Creek  passing 
thru  our  property. 

We  are  interested  in  selling  this  ranoh_andL are .not 
interested  in  a  Conservation  Tilasement.    We  look  forward 
to  a  response  from  you  soon. 

Sincerely, 


Star  Route  Box  **35 
Greenough,  MT.  59836 


Telephone  793-571** 
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REGIONAL  LAND  PROPOSAL 


Submi  t ter :     Mike  Thompson 

Date:     September  17,  1987 

Proposed  Site  Name:     Dreyer  Ranch 

Location  -  Region:  2 

County:       Powell  (some  leases  1n  Missoula  Co.) 
Township:   16tt;    Range   13W;   Sections   20   SWf    St  -  20  SE, 
ST  -  28  all   -  29  Et  -  31   NE  -  32   ET  -  32  NW- 
32  SW,   Et  -  33  WT  -  33  NE 
Township:    15N;   Range  13W;   Section  5  all 

Land  Ownership  -  Deeded  property  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch  covers 
2,960  acres.  A  map  is  attached  depicting  the  relationship 
among  the  boundaries  of  the  Dreyer  Ranch  deeded  property, 
the  nearly  adjacent  B  1  ac k f oo t-C 1 ea rwa t e r  W.M.A.  deeded 
property,  the  Lolo  National  Forest,  and  the  Bob  Marshall 
Wilderness  Area.  Other  ownerships  adjacent  to  the  Dreyer 
Ranch  are  dominated  by  Champion  International  and  private 
working  ranches  to  the  east,  and  by  Champion  International 
with  inclusions  of  state  lands  and  individual  private  to  the 
west.  The  grazing  rights  on  the  majority  of  Champion  and 
State  Lands  ownership  to  the  west  and  southwest  of  the 
Dreyer  Ranch  are  leased  by  DFWP  or  Dreyer.  All  of  the  land 
depicted  on  the  attached  map  is  part  of  the  yearlong  range 
of  the  elk  population  which  winters  on  the  B-C  W.M.A.  More 
geographic  and  ownership  details  may  be  obtained  readily  by 
overlaying  a  transparency  of  the  attached  map  on  a  V/mile 
Lolo  Forest  map. 


Project  Need  -  The  Dreyer  Ranch  is  currently  for  sale.  The 
purchaser  of  this  ranch  will  have  substantial  control  over 
our  ability  to  support  optimal  elk  numbers  on  the  Blackfoot- 
Clearwater  W.M.A.  because  the  Dreyer  Ranch  is  located  on  the 
major  elk  migration  route  between  the  B-C  W.M.A.  winter 
range  and  various  summer  ranges  to  the  north  and  northeast. 
In  addition,  an  essentially  nonmlgratory  segment  of  the  elk 
herd  spends  spring,  summer  and  fall  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch  and 
v1 d  n 1 ty. 

This  acquisition  opportunity  will  be  lost  unless  we  are  able 
to  pursue  this  matter  as  soon  as  possible.  Dreyer  intends 
to  sell  the  property  in  1987  (for  the  tax  advantages  that 
will  not  exist  1n  1988)  to  the  first  qualified  buyer. 
Grazing  and  recreational  easements  or  leases  are  not  of 
interest  to  Dreyer  because  such  easements  would  prevent 
acquisition  by  his  most  likely  buyers  (i.e.,  developers). 
Acquisition  by  DFWP  appears  to  be  the  only  solution  in  this 
matter. 


74 


acquisition  is  essential  jj 
k.      Region  2  objectives  fbr 


H 

a.  Primary    species    -   Elk    is    the   primary   species:  the 
migratory    herd    numbers    1,500-2,000    and    the  nonmigratory 
resident    segment    numbers    150-200    (also,    about    200  elm 
typically  winter  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch).  mW 

Other  species  include  whitetailed  and  mule  deer,  ruf f mn 
grouse,  sandhill  cranes,  Canada  geese,  ospreys  and  b  a|n) 
eagles. 

b .  Relative   need   -  This 
meet   regional    objectives   for  elk. 

1990  -are  to  maintain  96Z~of  1984  harvest   levels   and  provide 
a  2%  increase  compared  to  1984  in  hunter-days  of  r  e  c  r  e  a  t  i  cjtt 
The  annual   elk  harvest  from  HQ's  282  and  285  (which  accou nlPP 
for    most,    but   not    all,    of   the    annual    harvest    from    the  B-( 
W.M.A.    elk    population)    represents    6  %   o  f    the    annual  e 
harvest    in    Region    2    and    5%    of    the   elk    hunting    recreatic  R 
In   addition,    this   elk   population  provides   some   of   the  earl^ 
backcountry   harvest   in   HD's   280   and   150,    and    is   one   of  th± 
region's    most   valuable    populations    in    terms    of   mature  btflj 
availability,    total    elk   numbers,    and   diversity   of  hunti™ 
experiences    provided.      Habitat   management    and  landowne 
tolerance   on   the   Dreyer  Ranch  will    affect   the   majority  [B| 
the   elk   population   as    it  comes   together  during    spring  a.™ 
fall    migrations,     and    development    of    the    ranch  fo 
subdivisions,    lodges,   or  other  developments  ultimately  coi^ 
result   1n   a    50%   decrease   1n   elk   numbers   due   to    loss  | 
habitat   and   displacement   of   elk   on    to   adjacent  privat 
ranches.      By  comparison,   under  DFWP  ownership  of  the  Dreye 
Ranch,   elk  numbers  could  be   Increased  by  at   least   12%  forH 
sustainable    Increase    1n   elk   harvest   of   33%.      The  latt™ 
scenario    1s    necessary   to   meet    Region    2    objectives  b 
offsetting   harvest   reductions    1n   some   other  HD's  due! 
branch-ant  1  ered  bull   seasons  and/or  low  landowner  tolerail 
and  habitat  losses. 
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This  acquisition  1s  essential   at  the  statewide  level 
the  extent  that  the  elk  population  under  consideration  1  s  "a  n 
Important   component  of   the   state's   elk   resource.      The  DFWP 
strategic   plan  states   that,    "The   long-term   future   of  (I 
depends   on:    (1)   public  control   of  additional    key  habitat™ 
(2)   protection   of   elk   habitat   as   land   uses   Intensify,  (3) 
Increased   public    support  and   funding   to   protect   n  e  c  e  s  s  j  | J| 
lands,   (4)  addressing  private  landowner  tolerances,   and  ill 
optimum  use  of  available  harvestable  supplies  of  elk  1n  som 
areas   while    limiting    hunting    1n    others   to    Improve    t  mm 
quality   of   elk   harvested."     This   acquisition   1s   an   1  d>  J 
opportunity  to  Implement  this  strategy   1n   Its   entirety  wi*t 
a  willing   and  concerned   seller.      If  we  can't   implement  on 
plans    under    such    Ideal    circumstances    concerning    t  H H 
Important   elk   herd,    then   "the   long-term   future   of  el™ 
statewide  probably  is  bleak. 

11 
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c.  Supply  of  Elk  vs»  Demand  -  Currently,  there  are  not 
enough  elk  to  meet  the  hunting  demand  in  this  area.  In 
1986,  142  nonresident  and  1,542  resident  hunters  selected  HD 
285  and  harvested  255  elk  (15%  success).  Also,  1,289 
residents  and  111  nonresidents  applied  for  only  300  either- 
sex  permits  and  HD  285  in  1986.  Moreover,  1,131  residents 
and  37  nonresidents  applied  for  the  50  either-sex  permits 
available  for  the  2-week  season  in  HD  282.  More  elk  would 
allow  more  permits  to  be  offered  and  could  improve  hunter 
success. 

d.  Loss  of  cr i t 1 ca T  habi tat  -  Loss  of  critical  habitat 
is  the  major  concern  as  a  direct  and  indirect  consequence  of 
unfavorable  development  and  land  management  on  the  Dreyer 
Ranch.  First,  unfavorable  management  could  affect  habitat 
for  150-250  resident  elk  on  the  ranch.  Second,  unfavorable 
management  could  reduce  our  ability  to  maintain  migratory 
elk  numbers  at  the  level  which  the  B-C  W.M.A.  can  support; 
therefore,  an  indirect  habitat  loss  on  the  B-C  W.M.A.  and 
public  summer  ranges  could  result.  This  could  involve 
roughly  20%  of  Region  2's  backcountry  (Scapegoat  early 
hunting  season)  elk  habitat  indirectly,  5%  of  the  region's 
winter  elk  habitat  indirectly  (25%  of  the  region's  DFWP- 
owned  elk  winter  range),  and  about  1%  of  the  Region  2's 
spring-summer-fall  elk  habitat. 

e .  Public  acces  s  -  A  gain  of  public  access  to  a 
quality  habitat  for  hunting  bull  elk  is  a  major  concern. 
The  Dreyer  Ranch  currently  provides  excellent  elk  hunting 
for  a  few  friends  of  Dreyer's.  DFWP  purchase  would  open  the 
ranch  to  limited  public  elk  hunting  during  the  rifle  season 
and  unrestricted  hunting  during  the  archery  and  small  game 
seasons.  Acquisition  would  Increase  this  quality  of  public 
hunting  experience  1n  Region  2  by  about  10%. 
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f.      Regional   ranking   -  This   acquisition   1s  Region 
number  1  acquisition  priority. 

Habitat  Capability  -  The  Dreyer  Ranch  1s  predominantly 
s p r 1 ng-s umme r-f a  11  range  for  resident  elk  and  spring-fall 
range  for  migratory  elk.  The  ranch  1s  used  by  about  200  elk 
in  winter,  although  little  bunchgrass  range  1s  available. 
The  property  1s  characterized  by  large,  wet  meadows 
Interspersed  among  Douglas  fir,  ponderosa  pine,  and 
lodgepole  pine  timber  stands.  Cottonwood  Creek  and  two 
spring  creeks  flow  across  the  property,  and  riparian 
vegetation  zones  are  well  developed.  Livestock  grazing 
Impacts  on  the  area  have  been  light  to  moderate.  The 
property  1s  virtually,  weed-free.  Aerial  photos  of  the 
ranch  are  included  (notations  provided  and  back  of  photos). 

The  Dreyer  Ranch  is  an  Important  component  of  the  yearlong 
habltatpof  the  elk  herd.  The  yearlong  range  covers  roughly 
324   mi      for    a   herd    of   about    2,  000    elk,    resulting    in  a 
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current  population  density  of  6.2  elk/mi  .  This  density  is 
11Z      h^elow    (code   I)    an    estimated    potential    density   of  7 

elk/mi     which   could   be    stabilized   within    5  years.  CurrenB 

harvest    level    for    this    elk    herd    1s    290  elk  annually™ 

potential    sustainable   harvest   is   400   elk.  Current  hunter 

days  total   9,620.  | 

Hunting  opportunities  for  deer,  grouse,  and  waterfowl  also 
would  be  affected  by  the  Dreyer  acquisition.  Deea 
population  trends  have  not  been  documented,  but  753  deep 
were  harvested  in  HD's  282  and  285  1n  1986.  Area-specific 
documentation  of  ~h a rves-t3  and  hunting- opportunities  are  nol 
available  for  grouse  and  waterfowl.  However,  DFWP  ownership 
of  the  Dreyer  Ranch  would  provide  more  opportunity  for  dee r P 
grouse,   and  waterfowl  hunting  and  production. 
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Expected    outputs    over    a    20    year    period    are    depicted  i 
Attachment  A. 

Other  Management  Implications  -  As  noted  previously  thj 
Dryer  Ranch  lies  nearly  adjacent  to  the  B-C  W.M.A.  and  is  a 
vital  habitat  component  which  must  remain  intact  for  th^ 
W.M.A.  to  achieve  its  elk  habitat  potential.  Some  nearbB 
DFWP-leased  lands  may  be  acquired  1n  a  proposed  land  trad? 
with  Champion  and  DSL,  and  some  timber  land  on  the  Dreyer 
Ranch  could  be  suitable  for  future  trades  involving  morl 
DFWP-leased  winter  range.  P 

Bald  eagles  are  frequently  sighted  1n  winter  and  grizzly 
bears  are  occasionally  sighted.  About  2  miles  of  Cottonwool 
Creek  flows  through  the  property,  which  provides  excellent 
fishing  for  brown  and  rainbow  trout.  _ 

Income  opportunities  include  fees  or  work  exchanges  frcr!. 
livestock  grazing  programs  and  timber  harvests  which  the 
Dreyer  Ranch  could  support.  Timber  harvest  costs  could  tfl 
covered  by  the  lessee  and  maintenance  costs  of  a  grazlnP 
program  could  also  be  covered  by  the  lessee.  A  grazing 
program  possibly  would  necessitate  the  Initial  construct  1  cm 
of  some  permanent  Interior  fencing  or  the  use  of  temporary 
portable  electric  fencing.  Share-cropping  of  alfalfa  or 
grain  crops  could  be  arranged  on  the  40  acres  of  cultivated 
ground.  In  addition,  160  acres  of  cultivated  hay  meadow  arl 
up  to  500  acres  of  unimproved  hay  meadow  could  be  cropped  bj 
a  sharecroppl ng  or  work  exchange  agreement. 

DFWP  management  of  the  Dreyer  Ranch  would  complemenj 
management  of  the  adjacent  B-C  W.M.A.  winter  range.  While 
maintenance  and  enhancement  of  the  native  bunchgrasa 
communities  on  the  B-C  W.M.A.  requires  c o m p a r a 1 1 v e  1 11 
conservative,  preventative  land  management,  the  Dreyer  Rancn 
could  be  managed  more  actively  to:  (1)  encourage  increase^ 
elk  use  of  the  ranch  1n  spring,  summer  and  fall;  (31 
compensate  adjacent   landowners   for  seasonal   elk   use  throuc;™ 
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s h a rec ropp i n g/wo r k  exchange/grazing  exchange  arrangements  on 
the  ranch:  (3)  improve  management  of  adjacent  private  lands 
through  agreements  involving  shared  use  of  the  Oreyer  ranch; 
and  (4)  provide  quality  public  hunting  opportunities  through 
the  bird,  archery,  waterfowl  and  general  big  game  hunting 
seasons.  Many  of  the  activities  of  a  working  ranch  would  be 
continued,  but  with  the  involvement  of  adjacent  landowners 
as  described  above,  thereby  extending  the  affected  area  of 
W.M.A.  land  management  practices.  Vehicular  access  on  the 
Dreyer  Ranch  generally  will  be  prohibited  (except  on  the 
county  road)  to  encourage  wildlife  use  of  the  area.  Public 
access  on  -the  deeded  -la-nd  -  wou  Id  -be  prohibited  from  December 
1-May  15  south  of  the  county  road,  but  might  be  allowed 
north  of  the  road  if  no  conflict  exists  with  big  game 
winter/spring  range.  Waterfowl  production  will  be  enhanced 
1f  feasible  through  construction  of  ponds  funded  by  Ducks 
Unlimited  or  other  outside  funding  sources.  Fishing  access 
on  Cottonwood  Creek  will  be  provided,  and  the  riparian  zone 
will  be  protected  by  exclusion  of  cattle  grazing  where 
necessary.  Minimum  necessary  flows  in  Cottonwood  Creek  will 
be  maintained  to  promote  the  fishery  (Dreyer  has  first  water 
rights  on  Cottonwood  Creek). 

Failure  of  DFWP  to  purchase  the  Dreyer  ranch  would  mean  that 
the  major  migration  corridor  for  elk  that  winter  on  the  B-C 
W.M.A.  would  be  controlled  by  an  Individual(s)  or 
corporation.  Due  to  the  unfavorable  economics  of  ranching 
1n  this  area,  Dreyer  anticipates  that  developers,  rather 
than  a  rancher,  will  be  the  most  likely  purchasers  if  DFWP 
does  not  act.  Subdivisions  or  a  hunting  ranch  are, 
therefore,  possibilities  for  future  private  management. 
Such  developments  would  disrupt  elk  migrations  and  would 
place  Increased  pressure  on  adjacent  landowners  to  support 
elk  and  hunters.  Landowner  tolerance  for  elk  could  decrease 
to  the  point  that  elk  population  reductions  would  be 
necessary.  Therefore,  only  a  portion  of  the  B-C  WMA 
capacity  to  winter  elk  could  be  realized  1n  the  future.  The 
value  of  the  B-C  WMA  and  this  major  elk  herd  to  the  general 
public  might  be  substantially  reduced.  Elk  management 
opportunities  on  both  the  Dreyer  ranch  and  our  current 
W.M.A.  would  be  1n  jeopardy. 

Degree  of  Immediacy  -  Immediate  action  1s  necessary  to 
prevent  the  null  alternative  described  1 n  the  preceding 
paragraph.  Again,  Dreyer  will  sell  to  a  willing  buyer  1n 
1987  and  there  are  several  Interested  parties  including  one 
from  California  and  a  foreign  interest.  Dreyer  would  like 
to  sell  to  DFWP,  but  we  may  have  only  a  brief,  immediate 
opportunity  to  act. 
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1 0 .      Economic  Summary 

a)       20-year  costs: 


1.       estimate    Initial    purchase    -    $2.0  million 
(negotiating)  /ffiOOj 


■ 


2.  Total  20  year  base  maintenance  -  $40,000 
Development  and  operations  -  $65,000 

■ 

3.  Explanation   -   Maintenance   costs   consist  primarily^ 
of   3~weeks   time  -a-nd  -  travel /year    for   our   Grade  8 
assistant    (currently    part    of    our   program)  tfl 
repair   existing   boundary    fences.    Install    a  n^^ 
maintain    gates,    and    do    signing.  Maintenance 
materials   Include   signs,    gates,    fencing   and  wee^ 
spray.  §H 

Development  costs  include  about  1  month  per  year* 
of  the  biologist's  time  and  travel  to  coord  ina  W 
work  exchanges  with  cooperators,  establish 
detailed  habitat  monitoring  program  and  collect 
data  annually,  and  plan  developments.  Material 
Include  some  Interior  fencing  and  m i s c e 1 1  a n eo JPB 
supplies.  Labor  would  be  provided  by  cooperators 
as  part  of  the  work  exchange. 

b)  Estimate  of  20  year  benefits  to  state's  economy  -  AxBx'C 
-  $2,364,075 

A.  estimate   additional   harvested  elk   (20  year^f 

-  3,325 

Note:    Harvest   under   DFWP   management  mini 
harvest   if  Dreyer  Ranch   1s  subdlvld^P 
or   1f   the   new   owner   1s   Intolerant  of 
elk.  n 

B.  estimate  days/animal  -  22.5 

C.  dollar  value  per  day  (elk)  from  Robert  BrooB 

-  $31.60  ^ 

c)  Cost/benefit   ratio   (20  year)   -  2,  1 05,  000/2,  364, 075  ■ 
.89  BP 

i 

■ 
■ 

H 
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Attachment  A 

20   Year    Outputs    on    Dreyer  Ranch 
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Attachment  A 

20  Year   Outputs    on    Dreyer  Ranch 
WITH  PURCHASE 
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cMoqtaqa  T>epartn\er{t 

of 

'Fisti.'Wildlife  C8L  VarH$ 


To: 


Don  Childress 


ft* 


From:  John  FirebaugHJand  Mike  Thompson 
Subject:    Dreyer  ranch  acquisition 


Date:    July  17,  1987 


The  Dreyer  ranch,  located  nearly  adjacent  to  the  Blackf oot-Clearwater  WMA,  is 
up  for  sale.    The  purchaser  of  this  ranch  will  have  substantial  control  over 
our  ability  to  support  optimal  elk  numbers  on  the  WMA.    Jim  Dreyer  is 
interested  in  selling  the  2,960  acre  deeded  property  to  DFWP  at  appraised 
value.    However,  he  intends  to  sell  the  property  in  1987  (for  the  tax 
advantages  that  will  not  exist  in  1988)  to  the  first  qualified  buyer. 

This  acquisition  opportunity  will  be  lost  unless  we  are  able  to  pursue  this 
matter  as  soon  as  possible.    Therefore,  Region  2  requests  that  evaluation  of 
this  possible  acquisition,  including  wildlife  and  recreational  appraisals, 
cost  appraisals  and  solicitation  of  funding  sources,  be  initiated  immediately. 


The  property  has  the  following  attributes: 

1.  It  is  located  along  the  major  spring-fall  migration  route  for  elk  that 
winter  on  the  Blackfoot-Clearwater  WMA. 

2.  Large  numbers  of  elk  are  available  for  harvest  throughout  both  the 
archery  and  rifle  hunting  seasons. 


3.    About  200  elk  typically  winter  on  the  property. 

A.    Large,  wet  meadows  provide  preferred  habitat  for  migrating  elk 

populations  in  spring,  and  for  roughly  150  -  250  elk  through  calving 
season,  summer  and  fall. 

5.  Good  populations  of  whitetailed  and  mule  deer  also  occur.    In  addition, 
numerous  ruffed  grouse,  some  sandhill  cranes  and  Canada  geese  inhabit 
the  property.    There  are  active  osprey  nests  and  15  bald  eagles  have 
been  observed  at  one  time  by  the  Dreyers  during  winter. 

6.  Excellent  management  by  the  Dreyers  has  left  boundary  fences  and 
vegetation  in  good  condition  (the  property  is  virtually  knapweed-free). 

7.  Dreyers  lease  the  grazing  rights  to  approximately  19,000  acres  of 
land  adjacent  to  their  property  and  the  WMA  from  Champion 
International,  the  state,  and  Forest  Service. 

8.  The  property  includes  substantial  blocks  of  forested  habitat  in 
addition  to  hay  meadows  and  pasture. 
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9.    Dreyers  hold  first  water  rights  on  Cottonwood  Creek,  which  flows 
through  their  property  and  the  WMA. 

10.    The  property  contains  two  spring  creeks  (each  about  3/4  mile  long), 
including  their  origins,  and  approximately  two  miles  of  Cottonwood 
Creek  (which  offers  excellent  fishing). 

DFWP  acquisition  of  the  Dreyer  ranch  offers  the  following  advantages  for 
wildlife  management  and  the. public: 

1.  The  public  would  control  the  major  elk  migration  corridor  from  the  Bob 
Marshall  Wilderness  and  adjacent  Forest  Service  lands  to  the  WMA  winter 
range. 

2.  DFWP's  ability  to  maintain  elk  population  levels  that  approach  the 
ecological  carrying  capacity  of  the  WMA  would  be  greatly  enhanced. 

3.  Continued  public  hunting  opportunities  would  be  guaranteed,  with  the 
potential  for  substantial  improvement. 

A.    DFWP's  ability  to  effectively  control  currently  expanding  elk  numbers 
through  selective  harvest  would  be  greatly  improved. 

5.  The  Dreyer  ranch  offers  important  development  opportunities  such  as 
livestock  grazing  systems  and  selective  timber  harvest  that  could 
enhance  existing  habitats  and  could  provide  direct  benefits  to 
adjacent  cooperating  landowners. 

6.  Opportunities  for  waterfowl  developments  and  substantially  improved 
fishing  recreation  exist. 

7.  The  potential  for  landowner  conflicts  with  local  DFWP  elk  management 
and  public  hunting  would  be  greatly  reduced. 

Failure  of  DFWP  to  purchase  the  Dreyer  ranch  would  mean  that  the  major 
migration  corridor  for  elk  that  winter  on  the  WMA  would  be  controlled  by  an 
individual(s)  or  corporation.    Due  to  the  unfavorable  economics  of  ranching  in 
this  area,  Dreyer  anticipates  that  developers,  rather  than  a  rancher,  will  be 
the  most  likely  purchasers  if  DFWP  does  not  act.    Subdivisions  or  a  hunting 
ranch  are,  therefore,  possibilities  for  future  private  management.  Such 
developments  would  disrupt  elk  migrations  and  would  place  increased  pressure 
on  adjacent  landowners  to  support  elk  and  hunters.    Landowner  tolerance  for 
elk  could  decrease  to  the  point  that  elk  population  reductions  would  be 
necessary.    Therefore,  only  a  portion  of  the  WMA's  capacity  to  winter  elk 
could  be  realized  in  the  future.    The  value  of  the  WMA  and  this  major  elk  herd 
to  the  general  public  might  be  substantially  reduced.    Elk  management 
opportunities  on  both  the  Dreyer  ranch  and  our  current  WMA  would  be  jeopardy. 

Acquisition  appears  to  be  the  only  solution  in  this  matter.    Grazing  and 
recreational  easements  or  leases  are  not  of  interest  to  Dreyer  because  he 
wants  to  sell  the  ranch.    Such  easements  that  we  might  negotiate  with  Dreyer 
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would  prevent  acquisition  by  his  most  likely  buyers  (i.e.,  developers)  and  are 
therefore  unacceptable  for  him  to  pass  on  to  the  next  owner. 

We  recommend  that  The  Nature  Conservancy  and  other  private  funding  sources  be 
considered  for  the  Dreyer  purchase.    These  organizations  could  act  quickly  and 
hold  the  property  for  our  future  acquisition.    Most  importantly,  we  recommend 
that  serious  consideration  of  this  acquisition  begin  immediately  and  that  Jim 
Dreyer  be  contacted  as  soon  as  possible  to  inform  him  of  our  intentions. 
Again,  he  has  other  prospective  buyers  (apparently  from  out  of  state)  and  must 
accept  the  first  dffer  that  meets  hts  price. 

Please  let  us  know  what  we  can  do  to  help  the  process  along.    This  is  our 
highest  regional  priority  for  acquisition,  due  to  the  high  degree  of 
immediacy. 

cc:    Jim  Ford 
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DREYER  PROPERTY  -  LOOKING  SOUTHWEST 

RANCH  HEADQUARTERS  IN  CENTER 


CREEK  BOTTOM  HABITAT  -  TROUT  STREAM 


11/22/88 

ROUGH  DRAFT 

PRELIMINARY  WILDLIFE  AREA  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
DREYER  RANCH  LANDS 

November,  1988 

The  Dreyer  Ranch  will  become  part  of  the  existing 
Blackf oot-Clearwater  Wildlife  Management  Area  (BCWMA) ,  composed 
of  lands  owned  or  leased  by  the  Montana  Department  of  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks  (MFWP) .  As  such,  MFWP  management  of 
wildlife,  lands,  and  public  use  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch  will  be  in 
accordance  with,  and  will  enhance,  MFWP  management  programs  that 
have  been  in  effect  for  about  40  years  in  the  local  area. 
Therefore,  this  preliminary  management  plan  for  the  Dreyer  Ranch 
will  be  incorporated  into  the  existing,  updated  final  management 
plan  for  the  BCWMA. 

AREA  DESCRIPTION 

Location  and  Public  Road  Access 

The    Dreyer   Ranch    is    composed    of    2,960    deeded  acres, 
12,822    acres    leased    from   Champion    International  Corporation, 

1,640  acres 

leased  from  the  Department  of  State  Lands,  and  160  acres  leased 
from  Plum  Creek  Timber  Company.  The  property  is  located  about 
50  miles  east  of  Missoula,  centered  about  8  miles  south  of  the 
Bob  Marshall  Wilderness  Area   in  Powell  and  Missoula  Counties. 
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The  deeded  acreage  is  bounded  on  the  southwestern  corner  by  a 
BCWMA  lease,  and  separated  from  a  BCWMA  deeded  parcel  by  a  160- 
acre  private  parcel  along  the  southern  boundary  (see  attached 
map) .  The  deeded  acreage  is  bisected  by  a  county  road  (the  Tote 
Road)  running  from  State  Highway  200  north  and  west  to  Cozy 
Corners  and  Salmon  Lake.  Additionally,  the  northern  edge  of  the 
deeded  acreage,  and  some  leased  acreage,  are  crossed  by  Lolo 
National  Forest  road  #477. 

Topography  and  Vegetation 

The  deeded  acreages  consist  of  virtually  flat  topography 
ranging  from  4,120  to  4,900  feet  in  elevation.  Lost, 
Cottonwood,  and  Dry  Cottonwood  Creeks  cross  the  property,  and 
two  spring  creeks  originate  on  the  property,  totalling  about  5 
miles  of  streams  on  deeded  acreage.  Numerous  seeps  and  potholes 
occur  throughout.  The  average  annual  temperature  is  3  6.5°F,  and 
the  average  annual  precipitation  is  16.18  inches  (recorded  at 
Ovando) . 

The  property  is  predominantly  forested  with  Douglas-fir 
and  ponderosa  pine  communities.  Timber  on  the  deeded  acreages 
has  been  selectively  cut,  high-graded,  and  occasionally 
clearcut,  resulting  in  a  variably  open  tree  canopy  with  a  brushy 
understory  consisting  of  serviceberry ,  chokecherry,  mountain 
maple,  and  willow.  The  forest  is  broken  by  a  40-acre  cultivated 
field,  160  acres  of  irrigated  hay  meadow,  and  up  to  500  acres  of 
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unimproved  hay  meadow. 

Generally,  the  leased  lands  are  predominantly  forested  at 
elevations  ranging  from  4,100  to  6,200  feet.  Vegetation  types 
are  broadly  similar  to  the  forested  types  found  on  the  deeded 
property,  but  steeper  slopes  and  more  rugged  topography  occur  on 
some  leased  acreages,  particularly  those  leased  from  the  Lolo 
National  Forest. 

Wildlife 

The  Dreyer  Ranch  is  located  within  the  primary  migration 
route  (documented  by  extensive  tagging  and  radio-telemetry 
studies)  for  about  1,500  elk  that  winter  on  the  BCWMA  and  summer 
mainly  along  the  periphery  of  the  Bob  Marshall  Wilderness  Area. 
Migratory  elk  use  the  property  most  heavily  from  March  through 
June  (including  calving  season)  and  from  September  through 
November.  About  200  elk  may  be  found  on  the  deeded  property  and 
adjacent  leases  virtually  yearlong. 

The  property  also  is  yearlong  range  for  white-tailed  deer 
and  spring-summer-fall  range  for  mule  deer.  Mink,  muskrat,  and 
beaver  occur  along  Cottonwood  Creek.  Species  which  occur  in 
lower  densities  than  the  aforementioned  include  black  bear, 
bobcat,  and  mountain  lion.  Grizzly  bears  are  rarely  observed. 
Numerous  ruffed  grouse  are  yearlong  residents,    and  waterfowl, 
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sandhill  cranes,  osprey,  and  bald  eagles  inhabit  the  property 
seasonally.  Additionally,      various     species     of  rodents, 

songbirds,  and  raptors  occur.  Brown,  rainbow,  brook  and 
cutthroat  trout  inhabit  Cottonwood  Creek,  which  serves  as  a 
spawning  stream  for  Blackfoot  River  trout  both  spring  and  fall. 

Land  Uses 

The  Dreyer  property  has  been  operated  as  a  working  cattle 
ranch  for  many  years.  The  cattle  grazing  and  haying  operations 
have  attracted  elk  during  the  spring  and  fall  by  providing 
succulent  forage  in  wet,  previously-grazed  or  hayed  pastures. 
The  exclusion  of  public  access,  with  only  limited  carefully- 
controlled  hunting  allowed,  has  further  enhanced  elk  use  of  the 
property,  particularly  during  the  fall.  The  landowner's 
willingness  to  accept  this  elk  use,  and  to  "work  around"  elk 
damage  problems,  has  allowed  MFWP  to  increase  elk  numbers, 
thereby  making  more  complete  use  of  winter  forage  available  on 
the  adjacent  BCWMA.  Compatible  management  of  the  Dryer  Ranch 
has  been  an  important  factor  in  allowing  MFWP  to  develop  the  elk 
habitat  potential  of  the  BCWMA. 

Prevalent  land  uses  in  the  surrounding  area  are  logging, 
ranching,  residential  subdivisions,  and  recreation.  A  large 
proportion  of  the  habitat  occupied  by  the  BCWMA-Dreyer  Ranch  elk 
herd  during  fall-winter-spring  is  privately-owned  and  is  subject 
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to  commercial  timber  harvest  with  limited  opportunity  for  public 
influence.  Additionally,  regulated  timber  harvesting  occurs 
with  public  involvement  on  Lolo  National  Forest  lands  where  most 
of  these  elk  spend  spring-summer-fall.  The  continuing, 
cumulative  loss  of  forested  cover,  and  the  access  created  by 
logging  roads,  have  reduced  elk  habitat  security  in  this  area 
and  led  MFWP  to  restrict  public  hunting  opportunities,  beginning 
in  1980,  when  either-sex  elk  seasons  were  replaced  by  antlerless 
elk  permits. 

Nearby  ranches  are  subject  to  elk  damage,  the  severity  of 
which  is  highly  variable  from  year  to  year.  Resulting  damage 
complaints  are  addressed  by  MFWP  on  a  case-by-case  basis. 
However,  the  Dreyer  Ranch  typically  sustains  the  heaviest  use  of 
any  ranch  used  by  the  BCWMA  elk. 

Residential  subdivisions  in  the  Cozy  Corners-Fish  Lake- 
Seeley  Lake  area  continue  to  replace  elk  habitat.  Additional 
subdivisions  have  been  proposed  and  are  possible  adjacent  to  the 
Dreyer  Ranch  and  BCWMA. 

The  Seeley  Lake  area  is  popular  for  public  recreation, 
and  the  BCWMA-Dreyer  Ranch  elk  herd  is  an  important  component  of 
the  area's  appeal  to  outdoor  recreationists .  This  elk  herd  is 
hunted  primarily  in  hunting  districts  282  and  285;  in  1987, 
10,931  hunter-days  of  recreation  were  provided  and  214  elk  were 
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harvested  in  these  hunting  districts.  Additionally,  this  elk 
herd  produces  animals  that  are  hunted  during  the  rut  in  the  Bob 
Marshall  Wilderness  Area  (hunting  district  150)  .  Big  game 
hunting  supports  an  important  commercial  outfitting  and  tourism 
industry  in  the  area,  and  attracted  160  nonresident  elk  hunters 
(1,117  hunter-days)  to  hunting  districts  282  and  285  in  1987. 
Actual  expenditures  by  area  elk  and  deer  hunters  in  1987  were 
estimated  at  about  $1,200,000  and  $1,000,000,  respectively  (MFWP 
bioeconomic  study) . 

Any  significant  change  in  management  of  the  Dreyer  Ranch 
which  is  not  compatible  with  MFWP  elk  objectives  may  be  expected 
to  displace  the  currently-heavy  elk  use  to  adjacent  lands.  If 
displaced  onto  adjacent  timberlands,  elk  may  be  subjected  to 
higher  harvest  rates  due  to  increased  public  access  and  poor 
habitat  security  in  many  locations,  and  hunting  opportunities 
may  have  to  be  restricted  further.  If  displaced  onto  adjacent 
ranches,  elk  damage  to  crops  and  fences  may  increase,  and 
ultimately  elk  numbers  may  have  to  be  reduced.  If  displaced 
onto  the  BCWMA  during  spring  and  fall,  elk  may  increase  foraging 
on  the  winter  range  to  the  point  that  winter  forage  availability 
is  reduced,  and  elk  numbers  may  have  to  be  reduced. 
Subdivisions  and  other  land  developments  will  restrict  the 
availability  of  alternative  habitats  as  well. 

Alternatively,      if     management     of     the     Dreyer  Ranch 
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continues  as  in  the  past,  in  a  manner  compatible  with  MFWP  elk 
objectives,  but  landowner  tolerance  for  elk  on  the  ranch 
declines,  then  elk  numbers  likely  would  have  to  be  reduced  in 
lieu  of  a  costly,  long-term  effort  to  minimize  game  damage. 
Ultimately,  MFWP  options  to  utilize  the  full  capacity  of  the 
BCWMA  elk  habitat  would  be  substantially  reduced. 


AREA  MANAGEMENT 

The  following  discussion  deals  primarily  with  the 
management  of  deeded  acreage.  MFWP  would  control  only  the 
grazing  management  of  leased  lands;  therefore,  many  of  the 
management  actions  specified  here  could  not  be  applied  to  leased 
lands.  Management  actions  directed  primarily  toward  leased 
lands  are  specified  as  such. 
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Goal 


Manage  wildlife  populations,  habitats,  and  public  use  for 
the  perpetual,  optimum  production  of  all  indigenous  wildlife 
populations,  with  emphasis  on  elk.  Specific  management  actions 
will  be  guided  by  other  statewide  and  regional  goals  and 
objectives  pertaining  to  wildlife  species  and  recreation  as 
appropriate.  All  management  action  will  provide  for  proper 
soil,  water,  and  vegetation  conservation  and  will  be  compatible 
with  neighboring  landowner's  concerns. 

Inventory 

Immediately  upon  purchase  of  the  Dreyer  Ranch,  a  detailed 
inventory  of  the  property  will  be  conducted  to  identify  specific 
management  opportunities  and  constraints.  This  initial 
inventory  is  expected  to  be  completed  in  one  or  two  years. 
Specific  information  to  be  gained  by  this  inventory  will 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to:  (1)  evaluation  of  range 
conditions  and  wildlife  use  on  a  site-by-site  basis,  (2) 
evaluation  of  the  land's  capability  to  support  wildlife,  (3) 
identification  of  habitats  that  could  be  improved  for  wildlife 
by  management  prescriptions,  (4)  design  and  delineation  of  any 
appropriate  livestock-grazing  and/or  farming  treatments,  (5) 
design  of  any  other  initial  management  policies  and  actions  that 
may   be    necessary,    and    (6)    design    and    layout    of  monitoring 
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programs  needed  to  evaluate  management  programs. 

Long-term  management  programs,  with  the  exceptions  of 
boundary  fence  maintenance,  signing,  and  public  use  management 
will  not  be  initiated  until  the  inventory  is  completed.  Interim 
management  activities  will  be  restricted  to  immediate 
maintenance  and  stewardship  needs  as  follows: 

(1)  livestock  grazing  will  be  considered 

(2)  the  hay  crop  will  be  harvested  by  the  highest  bidder 
as  dictated      by  a  single-year  lease, 

(3)  the  cultivated  acreage  will  be  a  one-  or  two-year 
lease  to  prevent  weed  establishment. 

OBJECTIVES 

The  Dreyer  property  will  be  managed  primarily  as  elk 
spring-fall  range,  complementing  the  BCWMA  winter  range  and  the 
Lolo  National  Forest  summer  range.  A  regulated,  working  ranch 
operation  will  be  maintained  to  provide  high-quality,  spring- 
fall  forage  for  elk,  and  to  minimize  elk  use  of  nearby  private 
ranches  in  the  spring  and  fall.  Conservation  easement  and 
leasing  of  Dreyer  ranch  for  rights  on  neighboring  properties 
will  be  investigated.  Leasing  grazing  and  haying  rights,  with 
preference  given  to  ranchers  that  support  BCWMA  elk  may  occur. 
Public  use,   including  hunting,  will  be  permitted,  but  carefully 
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regulated  to  encourage  elk  use  on  the  property.  Vehicular 
traffic  will  be  prohibited  off  county  or  Lolo  National  Forest 
roads . 

Wildlife  Species  Objectives 

Elk  will  be  the  top  priority  species  for  management  on 
the  Dreyer  Ranch.  MFWP's  ability  to  meet  any  specific  elk 
management  objectives  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch  are  necessarily 
dependent  upon  winter  forage  quality  and  quantity  on  the  BCWMA, 
range  condition  trends  on  the  BCWMA,  elk  use  of  private  lands, 
landowner  tolerances  for  elk  on  private  lands,  forest  management 
on  nearby  private  and  public  lands,  public  demands  for  hunting 
recreation,  and  many  other  factors.  Therefore,  management  of 
the  Dreyer  Ranch  will  be  part  of  a  larger  MFWP  program  to  manage 
the  migratory  BCWMA  elk  herd  with  all  this  in  mind,  the 
department  will  attempt  to  increase  the  elk  herd  by  20%.  This 
process  also  applies  to  the  management  of  other  large  mammal 
species  and  migratory  birds. 

Game  management  will  be  guided  by  MFWP  statewide  and 
regional  species  management  plans  as  they  are  developed. 
Management  of  threatened  and  endangered  species  (bald  eagle  and 
grizzly  bear)  that  occur  on  the  property  will  be  guided  by  state 
and  federal  recovery  plans.  Fisheries  management  will  be  guided 
by  statewide  and  regional  management  plans  for  the  Blackfoot 
River  drainage  as  they  are  developed. 
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The  initial  and  subsequent  inventories  of  the  Dreyer 
Ranch  will  identify  opportunities  and  constraints  regarding  all 
wildlife  species,  and  will  lead  to  the  development  of  site- 
specific  objectives  that  may  not  be  presented  at  this  time. 

Public  Use  Objectives 

Contingent  upon  the  inventory  results  and  the  completed 
MFWP  elk  management  plan,  public  use  will  be  regulated  to 
maximize  elk  use  of  the  Dreyer  property.  This  policy  will 
minimize  displacement  of  elk  onto  nearby  ranches.  Immediately 
upon  purchase  of  the  property,  all  roads  not  maintained  by  the 
county  or  Lolo  National  Forest  will  be  closed  to  public 
vehicular  travel.  Nonmotorized  travel  on  the  property  will  be 
permitted  between  May  15  and  the  end  of  the  elk  hunting  season 
on  the  BCWMA.  A  hunting  district  boundary  change  will  occur  to 
include  acreages  located  south  of  Lolo  National  Forest  road  #477 
with  much  of  the  BCWMA  in  elk  hunting  district  282  beginning  in 
1990  (elk  and  deer  hunting  by  permit-only  during  the  general 
rifle  season) .  By  1990,  all  regulations  governing  public  use 
will  be  the  same  as  those  for  the  BCWMA  (hunting  district  282 
portion) .  At  the  present  time,  HD  282  provides  an  average  of 
200  hunter  days.  There  will  be  an  effort  to  increase  this  while 
maintaining  success  rate. 
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Vegetation  Management  Objectives 

Forage  grass  and  herbaceous  vegetation  communities  will 
be  managed  to  provide  succulent,  high-quality  elk  forage  during 
spring  and  fall.  This  will  contribute  to  a  productive  elk 
population  and  will  minimize  spring-fall  use  of  nearby  ranches. 
Following  the  inventory,  pastures  will  be  separately  fenced  and 
an  appropriate  livestock  grazing  system  will  be  employed. 
Grazing  rights  will  be  leased  with  preference  given  to  nearby 
landowners  who  support  BCWMA  elk  on  their  ranches,  beginning  in 
1990  at  the  earliest.  Ideally,  pastures  will  be  delineated  on 
the  lessee's  property  and  incorporated  into  the  grazing  system 
to  improve  the  condition  and  production  of  the  lessee's  property 
as  well.  Rotational  fall  livestock  grazing  will  enhance  the 
production  and  availability  of  high-quality  forage  for  elk  in 
the  following  spring.  Rotational  spring  and  summer  livestock 
grazing  will  enhance  the  production  and  availability  of  high- 
quality  forage  for  elk  in  the  fall  following  the  usual  September 
precipitation. 

The  improved  hay  meadow  will  be  irrigated  and  cropped 
annually.  This  will  provide  high  quality  forage  for  elk  during 
spring  and  fall.  Management  of  the  cultivated  acreage  will  be 
included  in  this  lease,  and  may  involve  the  cultivating  and 
harvesting  of  an  alfalfa  or  grain  crop,  depending  upon  the 
inventory  results.    Care  will  be  taken  to  maintain  the  migratory 
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habits  of  most  BCWMA  elk,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  type 
and  amounts  of  agricultural  crops  grown  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch,  to 
maintain  public  recreational  benefits  provided  by  these  elk  in 
the  Lolo  National  Forest,  Bob  Marshall  Wilderness  Area,  and 
other  publicly-used  timberlands.  No  attempts  will  be  made  to 
prevent  wildlife  damage  to  crops  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch. 

Forested  communities  will  be  managed  to  provide  browse 
for  elk  and  deer  in  the  winter.  Livestock  will  be  excluded  from 
these  communities  immediately  upon  purchase  (this  includes  all 
leased  acreages)  to  allow  shrub  sprouts  to  grow  and  provide 
wildlife  forage.  Timber  harvest  will  be  retained  as  a  future 
option,  but  no  immediate  need  is  anticipated,  and  the  initial 
inventory  probably  will  not  result  in  a  long-term  timber 
management  policy.  Depending  on  the  later  inventories,  limited 
timber  harvest  may  be  used  on  the  south  exposure  between  the 
Tote  Road  and  Lolo  N.F.  road  #477  to  improve  forage  condition  in 
the  future.  Burning  may  also  be  a  viable  tool  for  elk  and  deer 
habitat  manipulation. 

Riparian 

Riparian  zones  will  be  managed  to  maintain  healthy  stands 
of  native  shrubs  and  grasses  to  keep  streambanks  relatively 
stable,  to  provide  food  and  cover  for  ruffed  grouse  and  other 
riparian     wildlife,     and     to     protect     streams     and  springs. 
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Livestock  grazing  generally  will  be  excluded  from  riparian  zones 
by  fencing. 

The  objective  on  Cottonwood  Creek  will  be  to  maintain  the 
populations  of  rainbow,  brown,  cutthroat  and  brook  trout  that 
are  currently  present.  MFWP  will  maintain  the  creek  as  a 
spawning  tributary  for  Blackfoot  River  fish  in  both  the  spring 
and  fall. 

To  accomplish  this,  the  riparian  zone  along  the  creek 
will  be  managed  to  maintain  healthy  stands  of  native  shrubs  and 
grasses.  This  will  help  keep  streambanks  relatively  stable 
while  reducing  streambed  sedimentation,  lowering  water 
temperature  and  providing  holding  cover  for  trout. 

Another  objective  will  be  to  maintain  fish  passage  for 
migrating  trout  and  whitefish  from  the  Blackfoot  River.  Any  old 
bridge  or  culvert  crossings  that  present  passage  problems  will 
be  corrected  and  any  new  crossings  will  be  engineered  with  this 
in  mind. 

Development  and  land  use  in  the  watershed  will  be 
approached  in  a  manner  that  will  protect  natural  runoff  patterns 
and  water  quality. 

Weed  Control 
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Weeds  will  be  controlled  according  to  guidelines 
presented  in  the  existing  MFWP  weed  management  plan  for  the 
BCWMA  and  consistent  with  MFWP's  statewide  weed  management 
policy  (see  appendix) .  Primary  emphasis  will  be  placed  on 
eradicating  leafy  spurge  infestations,  and  on  containing  spotted 
knapweed.  Weed  infestations  under  agricultural  lease  will  be 
controlled  by  herbicide  as  prescribed  on  a  case-by-case  basis, 
and  will  be  accomplished  by  the  lessee  under  direct  MFWP 
supervision.  All  leafy  spurge  infestations  will  be  eradicated 
by  MFWP  by  replicated  pulling  or  herbicide  treatments,  beginning 
immediately  upon  purchase.  Biological  knapweed  controls  will  be 
introduced  on  the  property  as  they  become  available  to  effect 
long-term  containment.  Restricted  vehicle  access  and  careful 
land  stewardship  will  help  prevent  the  spread  of  weeds  on  the 
property.  Coordination  with  county  weed  boards  and  neighboring 
landowners  will  continue. 

Physical  Developments 

Existing  boundary  fences  will  be  maintained  annually 
beginning  immediately  upon  purchase.  As  they  deteriorate, 
existing  wire  boundary  fences  will  be  replaced  with  rail  fences 
to  reduce  annual  maintenance  requirements  and  eliminate  wildlife 
entanglement.  Internal  fencing  to  separate  livestock  grazing 
pastures  may  be  portable  electric  or  rail,  depending  upon  cost 
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and  other  factors  not  yet  analyzed.  Existing  fencing  which  is 
no  longer  needed  will  be  removed  as  time  permits  following  the 
establishment  of  the  livestock  grazing  pastures.  Leased  lands 
will  be  inventoried  and  new  boundary  fences  around  these  lands 
will  be  built  if  needed,  beginning  in  1990. 

Roads  will  not  be  maintained  for  public  use.  Campgrounds 
and  other  improvements  are  not  planned.  The  building  complex 
will  be  inventoried  immediately  upon  purchase  to  determine  if 
the  BCWMA  headquarters  should  be  moved  to  the  Dreyer  Ranch. 
Buildings  determined  to  be  surplus  to  the  needs  of  the  property 
will  be  sold  to  the  highest  bidder  and  removed  from  the  site. 

Administration 

Management  will  be  directed  from  the  MFWP  Region  2  office 
in  Missoula.  MFWP  personnel  will  not  live  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch, 
thereby  reserving  the  maximum  possible  acreage  for  wildlife. 
Management  programs  will  be  part  of  regional  and  statewide  plans 
for  all  of  MFWP's  wildlife  management  areas.  Therefore, 
scheduling  and  prioritizing  of  management  activities  on  the 
Dreyer  Ranch  will  depend  somewhat  upon  management  needs 
elsewhere  in  Region  2  and  statewide.  The  department  will  pay  in 
lieu  of  taxes  associated  with  the  property. 

Impacts  on  Adjacent  Lands  and  Landowners 
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The  Dreyer  Ranch  management  plan  is  specifically  designed 
to  have  no  detrimental  impact  on  adjacent  landowners.  The 
general  land  uses  will  remain  the  same  as  at  present.  Public 
access  on  the  property  will  be  regulated  to  exert  a  similar 
influence  as  the  present  privately-controlled  access.  Any 
increase  in  elk  or  other  wildlife  numbers  will  be  permitted  only 
to  the  extent  that  nearby  landowners  are  not  seriously  affected. 
If  game  damage  does  occur,  it  will  be  handled  on  a  case  by  case 
basis.  In  the  past  such  activities  as  assisting  with  fencing, 
supplying  permanent  stockyard  materials,  and  herders  have  been 
provided.  The  elk  population  objective  depends  more  on  the 
wintering  capacity  of  the  B-C  rather  than  the  Dreyer  Property. 
Water  usage  will  be  coordinated  with  affected  landowners. 

Lessees  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch  will  benefit  from  MFWP 
management  by  increasing  their  agricultural  acreages.  Adjacent 
landowners  also  will  benefit  from  MFWP  management  directed 
toward  holding  elk  on  the  Dreyer  Ranch,  compared  to  the 
possibility  of  future  subdivisions  or  other  management  that 
could  displace  large  numbers  of  elk  from  the  Dreyer  property. 

Monitoring  Plan 

The  results  of  all  management  actions  will  be  monitored 
to  evaluate  their  effectiveness,    to   identify  any  problems  as 
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they  occur,  and  to  prescribe  management  changes.  Management 
actions  that  will  be  specifically  monitored  include:  (1)  no 
action,  (2)  livestock  grazing,  (3)  elk  and  deer  grazing,  (4) 
weed  control,  (5)  hunting,  (6)  public  use  regulations,  and 
(7)  cropping  of  hay  and  cultivated  acreage  (effects  on  use  by 
elk  and  deer) . 

Effects  of  management  actions  on  vegetation  will  be 
monitored  scientifically  as  part  of  an  existing  statewide- 
coordinated  monitoring  program.  Certain  vegetation  monitoring 
programs  will  be  implemented  immediately  upon  development  of  a 
livestock  grazing  system.  Specific  methods  will  depend  upon  the 
inventory  results.  Public  inspection  of  monitoring  results  will 
be  encouraged. 

Effects  of  management  actions  on  wildlife  also  will  be 
monitored  scientifically,  beginning  immediately  upon  purchase, 
as  part  of  ongoing  MFWP  programs.  Monitoring  of  elk  populations 
will  receive  highest  priority.  Specific  research  projects  will 
be  conducted  as  needed  to  upgrade  monitoring  capabilities  and 
improve  our  knowledge  of  wildlife  needs  on  the  property. 

Effects  of  management  actions  on  landowners,  hunters,  and 
the  general  public  will  be  monitored  periodically  through 
continuing  personal  contacts,  and  by  questionnaires,  check 
stations,  or  other  means  as  needed. 
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Finally,  the  efficiency  of  management  actions  also  will 
be  monitored  by  cost-accounting,  analysis  of  time  expenditures, 
and  assessments  of  benefits  gained  per  unit  effort. 
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WEED  CONTROL  PROGRAM 
FOR  LANDS  MANAGED  BY  THE 
MONTANA  DEPARTMENT,   FISH,   WILDLIFE  AND  PARKS 

Justi  f ication 

Many  plants,  both  native  and  introduced  species,  provide 
food  and/or  cover  to  the  more  than  400  species  of 
terrestrial  wildlife  in  Montana.  Some  of  those  plant 
species  are  critical  to  the  survival  of  certain  kinds  of 
wildlife  by  providing  dietary  staples  or  trace  elements, 
birthing  and  nesting  cover,  etc.,  while  others  are  utilized 
simply  because  they  are  available.  Plants  in  general  are 
prerequisite  to  the  existence  of  wildlife. 

Some  plant  species  are  undesirable  from  an  agricultural 
viewpoint.  Such  plants  compete  with  crop  and  livestock 
forage  plants  for  nutrients,  water,  and  space.  When 
successfully  established,  these  weeds  can  result  in  economic 
losses  to  private  land  managers. 

Problem 

The  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  owns  or  leases 
375  sites  located  in  34  counties  and  comprising  324,800 
acres  (0.3%  of  Montana's  total  land  area).  These  areas  are 
set  aside  for  wildlife  management  purposes,  fish  hatcheries, 
state  parks  and  recreation  areas,  fishing  access  sites,  and 
administrative  sites. 

The  department  has  actively  pursued  a  general  "good 
neighbor"  policy  with  regard  to  agriculturally  undesirable 
plants  for  many  years,  and  has  complied  with  provisions  of 
the  1979  Montana  Weed  Control  Law.  However,  there  has  not 
been  a  formal  weed  control  policy  in  place  for  department 
land.  To  promote  understanding  of  the  department's  plant 
management  objectives  on  lands  under  its  control,  to  further 
endorse  the  department's  cooperation  with  agricultural 
interests  in  minimizing  problems  with  undesirable  plant 
species,  and  to  assure  effective  application  of  weed  control 
procedures  on  department  lands,  the  following  program  shall 
be  followed. 

PROGRAM 

Ob j  ective 

To  prevent,  to  the  extent  feasible,  the  reproduction  and 
distribution  of  agriculturally  undesirable  plants  species 
on/from  department  lands  to  adjacent  private  lands. 
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Evaluation 

The  feasibility  of  controlling  undesirable  plants  on 
department  lands  shall  be  determined  according  to  the 
following  factors: 

1.  Declaration  of  a  plant  species  as  a  noxious  weed  by 
state  law  and  the  appropriate  county  weed  board. 

2.  Occurrence  and  density  of  the  noxious  weed  on 
department  land. 

3.  Sources  of  the  sane  noxious  weeds  on  adjacent  and/or 
upstream/upwind  lands. 

4.  Maintaining  the  welfare  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources, 
recreational  opportunities,  and  health  and  human  safety 
concerns . 

5.  Funds,  equipment  and  manpower  available  to  the 
department  for  noxious  weed  management. 

6.  Federal  and  state  restrictions  on  the  methods  and 
materials  available  for  noxious  weed  management. 

Analysis 

To  implement  this  policy,  each  regional  supervisor  will 
systematically  analyze  all  land  under  the  department's 
control  within  his  region.    The  analysis  for  each  area  will: 

1.  Identify  noxious  weeds  present. 

2.  Identify  the  source  of  the  noxious  weeds  whenever 
possible . 

3.  Identify   past   and   present   control    methods  employed. 

4.  Map  the  current  location  and  extent  of  each  noxious 
weed  species. 

5.  List  the  number  of  complaints,  if  any,  concerning 
noxious  weed  occurrence  on  that  land. 

6.  Solicit  input  from  Weed  Board  or  Weed  Supervisor. 

7.  List  the  objections  to  noxious  weed  management  on 
department  lands  by  individuals  or  groups. 

8.  Include  any  other  pertinent  information. 
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Control  Plan 


Following  the  analysis,  a  specific  plan  v/ill  be  developed 
for  noxious  weed  control  for  each  property.  The  plan  will 
identify  the  goal  as  being  either  eradication  or  containment 
of  the  noxious  weeds  present. 

Eradication .  Where  noxious  weeds  are  in  isolated, 
sparsely  occurring  groups  or  clumps,  eradication  of 
that  plant  population  may  be  attempted.  Generally, 
this  procedure  will  be  in  coordination  with  similar, 
intensive   eradication  attempts  by  adjacent  landowners. 

Containment.  This  level  of  noxious  weed  control  will 
be  practiced  when  the  occurrences  of  the  target  plant 
species  is  so  extensive  that  eradication  is  unfeasible. 

This  plan  will  include  the  prescribed  control  method  or 
combination  of  methods  of  controlling  the  target  plant 
species.  Control  methods  that  may  be  used  individually  or 
in  combination  to  attain  the  adopted  goal  include: 

1.  Mechanical:  Includes  cultivation,  mowing,  hand 
pulling,  cutting  or  burning. 

2.  Chemical:  Herbicides. 

3.  Biological:  Includes  insects,  bacteria,  viruses  cr 
other  plane  species.     These  methods  must  be  approved  by 

•qualified  wesd  control  scientists. 

4.  Grazing:     By  domestic  animals  and  wildlife. 

5.  Reclamation:  Seeding,  nurturing,  and  protection  of 
those  plant  species  that  successfully  compete  against 
the  undesirable  plant  species. 

The  plan  will  state  how  the  control  work  will  be 
accomplished .  Depending  on  the  situation,  acceptable 
methods  include  work  being  accomplished  by: 

1.  Department  employees  if  necessary,  department 
employees  will  complete  proper  training  and  will 
receive  proper  certification  and  licensing  necessary 
for  herbicide  application  prior  to  initiating  chemical 
control . 

2.  Contracting  with  county  weed  boards. 

3.  Contracting  with  private  weed  control  firms. 
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4.      Cooperative    agreements    with    adjoining    or  neighboring 
landowners. 

Monitoring 

All  noxious  weed  control  plans  will  be  monitored  at  least 
once  per  year  by  the  regional  supervisor  or  his  designee. 
If  monitoring  shows  the  methods  chosen  for  plant  control  are 
not  effectively  meeting  the  stated  goal  for  an  area,  the 
specific  plan  will  be  modified  and  another  control  method  or 
methods  will  be  added  or  substituted.  If  the  situation 
warrants  a  change  in  the  goal  for  an  area,  it  can  be 
changed. 

Communication  and  Followup 

Regional  supervisors  will  meet  with  each  county  weed  board 
in  his  region  where  the  department  controls  land  at  least 
once  per  year.  The  supervisor  will  discuss  the  department's 
overall  noxious  weed  control  program  and  will  discuss 
specific  weed  control  plans  for  the  sites  under  his 
administration  within  the  county. 

The  Director  will  appoint  a  person  as  statewide  noxious  and 
weed  control  coordinator.  Duties  assigned  to  this  person 
will  include: 

1.  Assisting  regional  supervisors  in  developing  specific 
weed  control  analyses  and  plans. 

2.  Disseminating  information  about  the  department's 
noxious  weed  control  to  the  public  and  to  department 
employees. 

3.  Assisting  in  establishing  training  schedules  and 
opportunities  for  department  employees  regarding 
noxious  weeds  and  their  control. 


Monitor  the  overall  weed  control  program  of  the 
department . 

Report  noxious  weed  control  activity  to  the  Director  at 
the  end  of  each  calendar  year.  This  report  will 
contain  a  description  of  all  activities  undertaken  by 
the  department  and  will  contain  recommendations  for 
weed  control  for  the  coming  calendar  year. 


Director  ^  'v 

l>£par:jnent  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks 

Date  I  ^ 
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MAILING  LIST  -  DREYER  PROPERTY  PUBLIC  HEARING 


Art  Sikkink 

wilderness  Sportsmen's  Club 
Seeley  Lake,   MT  59868 

Ed  Bandy 

Ovando,   MT.  59854 


Don  Bell 
Greenough,  MT 


Don  Valiton,  Commissioner 
Powell  County 
Avon,   MT  59713 

Kenneth  Fleming,  Commissioner 

Powell  County 

1021  Dempsey  Lake  Road 

Deer  Lodge,   MT  59722 

Earl  Knight,  Commissioner 
Powell  County 
Avon,   MT  59713 

Rich  Day 

Montana  Wildlife  Federation 
POB  6537 

Bozeman,   MT  59715 

Claud  Reinoehl 
Greenough,   MT  59836 

Orville  Daniels,  Supervisor 
Lolo  National  Forest 
Bldg.   24,   Ft.  Missoula 
Missoula,   MT  59801 

Denny  Johnson,   District  Ranger 
Seeley  Lake  Ranger  Station 
Seeley  Lake,   MT  59868 

Jerry  Jack 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Assn. 
Helena,  MT 

Bob  Gilbert 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Assn. 
Helena,  Montana 


Champion  International  Corp 
140  N.  Russell 
Missoula,   MT  59801 

Dept.  State  Lands 
2705  Spurgin  Road 
Missoula,   MT  59801 

Plum  Creek  Timber  Co. 
7  00  South  Avenue  W. 
Missoula,   MT  59801 

Derek  Craighead 
2827  Briggs 
Missoula,   MT  59801 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
3255  Ft.   Missoula  Rd. 
Missoula,   MT  59801 


Patty  Wilson 
Ovando,  MT 


Monture  Creek  Ranch 
Ovando,  MT     598  54 


Ted  Murphy 
Ovando,   MT  59854 

Frank  Vannoy 
Greenough,   MT  59836 


Tom  Beck 

651  Greenhouse  Road 
Deer  Lodge,   MT  59722 

Bud  Campbell 

471  Lake  Hill  Road 

Deer  Lodge,  MT 

Rob  Braach,  President 
Western  Mt.   F  &  G  Assn. 
Box  4294 

Missoula,   MT  59801 
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Big  Sky  Upland  Bird  Assn. 
John  V.   Puckett,  Pres. 
POB  9005 

Missoula,   MT  59807 

Five  Valleys  Audubon  Society 
Bill  Ballard,  Pres. 
POB  8425 

Missoula,   MT  59817 

Powell  County  Sportsmen  Assn. 
Don  McQueary,  Pres. 
POB  78  3 

Deer  Lodge,   MT  59722 

All  Powell  County  Legislators 

108  .  9 


Concerned  Western  Mt.  Sportsmen 
Marvin  Smith,  Pres. 
POB  3  8 

Frenchtown,   MT       598  3  4 

Five  Valley  Archery  Club 
Mike  Franzen 
8300  Pheasant  Drive 
Missoula,   MT  59802 


Montana  Trappers  Assn. 

Edd  Nentwig,   Exec.  Secretary 

POB  29 

Seeley  Lake,   MT  59868 
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ADVERTISEMENT  OF  PROPOSED  DREYER  ACQUISITION 


Source:       Bill  Thomas,  personal  communication,  12/21/88 

Jan  1988:  Major  feature  stories  on  proposed  acquisition  in  Montana 
Sportsmen  newspaper,  the  Missoulian,  and  the  Pathfinder  (Seeley 
Lake 1 s  paper) . 

Over  the  last  year  the  department  has  discussed  the  Dreyer  property 
with  the  Seeley  Lake  -Sportsmans  Club  on  six  different  occasions. 
And,  with  the  Western  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Association  on  two 
occasions . 

The  Dreyer  proposal  was  included  in  slide  presentations  given  to 
civic  groups  on  six  occasions. 

Dreyer  discussed  on  radio  talk  shows  on  four  occasions. 

Another  article  in  the  local  paper,  Pathfinder,  this  past  spring. 

Notice  of  the  public  hearing  printed  in: 

Montana  Sportsmens 
Great  Falls  Tribune 
Pathfinder  (local  paper) 
Black  Valley  Dispatch 
Missoulian 
plus  others 

All  adjacent  landowners  were  sent  written  notice  of  the  meeting. 
All  federal  and  state  agencies  sent  copies  of  the  management  plan. 
The  county  commissioners  were  contacted  personally  and  in  writing 
in  October  and  received  copies  of  the  draft  management  plan  and 
were  asked  to  comment  on  it.  On  Nov.  21,  Jerry  Wells,  Regional 
Supervisor,  Missoula  FWP,  met  with  the  commissioners  for  1.5  hours. 

On  Dec.  8  the  Pathfinder  carried  another  article  on  the  Dreyer 
proposal . 

108 . 10 
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DREYER  ACQUISITION   PUBLIC  HEARING 


Sixty-two  people  attended  a  public  hearing  regarding  the  Dreyer  Ranch  ncqu i s i I  i -mi 
on  December  5,  1988  at  Seeley  Lake  (7:00-8:30  p.m.)-  Eighteen  people  testified: 
thirteen  supported  the  acquisition,  two  opposed,  and  three  were  neutral  m 
undecided  on  the  issue.  I  am  aware  of  several  individuals  in  attendance  who  n  I  so 
supported  the  acquisition,  but  cliose  not  to  testify  because  they  concluded  th.it 
their  voices  were  not  needed  to  "carry  the  motion".  Supporters  included  lit'1 
Montana  Wildlife  Federation  and  Western  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Association. 
Opponents  were  two  ranchers  (not  adjacent  to  the  Dreyer  Ranch). 

Major  comments  supporting  the  acquisition  were: 

1.  The  Dreyers  are  willing  sellers. 

2.  Confidence  in  FWP  management. 

3.  The  acquisition  will  help  relieve  elk  damage  on  adjacent  ranches. 

4.  Will  protect  an  important  elk  migration  route. 

5.  Will  allow  FWP  to  maintain  or  increase  elk  numbers  on  the 
Mlackfoot-Clearwater  Wildlife  Management  Area  (BCWMA). 

6.  Potential  subdivisions  in  the  area  make  FWP  purchase  of  this  critical 
habitat  important. 

7.  Important  habitat  during  the  rut  and  calving  season. 

8.  Will  improve  public  access. 

9.  Public  will  have  a  voice  in  management  if  in  FWP  ownership. 
10.    FWP  makes  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes. 

Major  comments  opposing  the  acquisition  were: 

1.  Loss  to  the  county  tax  rolls. 

2.  FWP  should  not  acquire  any  land. 

3.  FWP  ownership  may  result  in  deterioration  of  the  property  (weeds, 
loss  of  agricultural  production,  loss  of  quality  elk  forage). 

4.  There  are  better  ways  to  spend  sportsmen's  dollars. 

5.  FWP  should  enhance  habitats  on  currently-owned  lands  before  buying 
any  additional  lands. 

Major  comments  pertaining  to  the  Dreyer  Ranch  preliminary  management  plan  were: 


1.  Cooperate  in  habitat  management  with  the  Forest  Service  to  address  year- 
long elk  needs. 

2.  Emphasize  access  and  recreational  opportunities  as  much  as  possible, 
compatible  with  wildlife  objectives. 

3.  Control  weeds,  particularly  knapweed. 

4.  Hal  nt  a  In  agricultural  uses  on  the  property. 

5.  Use  the  hay  crop  to  feed  elk  in  the  winter. 

6.  Raise  alfalfa  to  help  attract  elk  off  private  lands. 

7.  Increase  hunting  opportunities  (elk  permits)  in  Hunt  lug  District  282. 

8.  A  20%  increase  in  elk  numbers  will  not  stay  on  public  land. 

9.  Adjust  regulations  in  Hunting  Districts  282,  285,  280,  and  150 
to  exert  a  consistent  effect  on  the  BCWMA  elk  herd. 

10.  On  what  basis  can  FWP  project  a  20%  elk  increase  in  light  of  the 
already  dramatic  elk  increase  in  recent  years? 

11.  Agricultural  lessees  should  be  given  long-term  leases,   rather  than 
single-year  leases,  to  improve  efficiency  and  profits. 

12.  Weeds  are  a  problem  now  on  the  BCWMA. 

13.  Use  hay  lease  money  to  compensate  for  game  damage. 


A  transcript  of  the  meeting  can  be  obtained  by  contacting  the  wildlife  division, 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks,   1420  E.  Sixth  Avenue,  Helena.  444-2612, 


> 
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DREYER  RANCH  HEARING 

DECEMBER  5,  1988 
SEELEY  LAKE,  MONTANA 


William  B.  Hanson 
2501  West  Central 
Missoula 

Darrell  Harris 
4741  White  Street 
Missoula 

Rod  Bullis 
Box  194 

Lincoln  59639 

Tex  Baker 
Seeley,   MT  59868 


Warren  Gehrke 
Box  18 
Seeley  Lake 

Chuck  Seeley 
POB  52  3  6 
Missoula  59806 

Walter  Vannoy 
Box  384 

Greenough  59836 

Jerry  Posthumus 
Box  705 

Seeley  Lake  59868 

Earl  Twotwine 
Greenough 

Larry  Marx 
POB  514 
Seeley  Lake 

M/M  Denny  Dreyer 
Ovando 


Carol  Bourne 
POB  62  3 
Seeley  Lake 

Nellie  Morris  Roark 
118  Woodford 
Missoula 


Wayne  Lowe 
Box  414 
Seeley  Lake 

Rob  Breach 
POB  4294 
Missoula  59806 

Jack  Puckett 

2307  Pauline  Drive 

Missoula 

Gary  Niland 
Box  702 
Seeley  Lake 

Forrest  Poe 

714  Locust  Street 

Missoula 

Ron  James 
Star  Route 
Bonner  59828 

Frank  Vannoy 
Box  391 

Greenough     598  3  6 

Wendell  Copenhaver 
5284  Highway  200 
Ovando  59854 

Steve  Copenhaver 
Ovando 

Burton  Petersen 
POB  200 
Seeley  Lake 

Jeff  Mace 
Box  501 
Seeley  Lake 

Boyd  Gossard 
POB  317 
Seeley  Lake 

Susan  &  Bob  Smith 
POB  120 
Seeley  Lake 
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Dennis  Johnson 
POB  717 
Seeley  Lake 

Mark  Hensley 
POB  2  012  8 
Missoula 

Donald  H.  Bell 
Star  Route  430 
Greenough 

R.M.  Denigan 
Box  775 
Seeley  Lake 

Douglas  B.  Roark 
34  59  W.  Broadway 
Missoula 

Lynn  Carey 
Box  99 
Seeley  Lake 

Tom  Vannoy 
Box  355 
Greenough 

Ruth  and  Don  Sylvester 
Box  205 
Seeley  Lake 

Frank  Wolf 
Box  8  3 
Seeley  Lake 

Joe  Miller 
Box  232 
Seeley  Lake 

Jed  Linford 
Box  3  61 
Seeley  Lake 

Arno  Pulich 
Box  15 
Greenough 

Kent  A.  Brown 
Star  Route  Box  420 
Greenough  59836 
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John  Grant 
POB  5521 
Missoula  59806 

Delia  Dreyer 
POB  4  35 
Greenough 

Merle  Gunruh 
Box  530 
Seeley  Lake 

Russ  James/David  James 
Woodworth 


Howard  Copenhaver 
Ovando 


Rod  Vannoy 
Box  355 
Greenough 

Mark  Soderlind 
FWP 


Jack  Rich 
Box  495 
Seeley  Lake 

Tom  Moy 
Box  232 
Seeley  Lake 

Jerry  Miller 
Box  2  64 
Seeley  Lake 

Don  &  Debbie  Ash 
Box  556 
Seeley  Lake 

Art  Sikkink 
Box  110 
Seeley  Lake 
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EXCERPT  FROM  MINUTES 
REGULAR  MEETING  OF  BOARD  OF  LAND  COMMISSIONERS 
December  19,   1988  10:30  A.M. 
Governor's  Reception  Room 

Land  Acquisition  -  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks 

Jim  Flynn,  Director  of  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and 
Parks  appeared  before  the  Board  and  explained  that  his 
Department  is  requesting  the  purchase  of  property  called 
the  Cottonwood  Ranch  located  just  northeast  of  Clearwater 
Junction  adjacent  to  the  Blackf oot-Clearwater  Game  Range 
in  Powell  County.  The  Cottonwood  Ranch  property  is 
needed  as  an  elk  transition  and  wintering  area  for  the 
game  range.  The  deeded  acreage  involves  a  total  of 
approximately  2,960  acres.  Also  included  in  the  sale  is 
the  right  to  lease  approximately  14,622.41  acres  of 
leased  Champion  Lands,  1,640  acres  of  licensed  state 
trust  lands  and  160  acres  of  leased  Burlington  Northern 
Lands.  The  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  is 
negotiating  an  option  to  buy  the  property  with  Jim  Dreyer 
for  $1,480,000.  This  option  will  be  exercised  after  July 
1,  1989.  This  value  includes  improvements  valued  at 
$195,000.  The  department  has  reviewed  the  appraisal  of 
the  property  and  finds  everything  to  be  in  good  order. 

Noel  Rosetta,  representing  the  Montana  Wildlife 
Federation,  appeared  before  the  Board  to  state  that  the 
organizations  that  he  represents  strongly  support  the 
acquisition  of  the  ranch  which  will  be  critical  wildlife 
habitat. 

Representative  Ed  Grady  also  encouraged  the  Board  to  go 
forward  with  the  acquisition  of  the  Dreyer  property. 

David  Ewer,  representing  Last  Chance  Audubon,  stated  that 
his  organization  had  worked  hard  to  promote  HB  526  and 
they  are  now  supporting  the  purchase  of  the  Dreyer 
property  because  of  its  habitat  not  only  for  elk  but 
other  animals,  birds  and  fish. 

Mike  Micone,  representing  WETA,  spoke  to  the  Board  in 
opposition  to  the  purchase.  WETA  opposes  the  purchase 
of  property  by  the  State  of  Montana  and  feels  as  an 
alternative  the  state  could  get  an  easement  or  lease  for 
the  property. 

Mr.  Flynn  stated  that  his  department  plans  to  continue 
cropping  on  a  lease  basis  to  set  up  lure  crops,  and  to 
incorporate  a  rest  rotation  system.  Until  that  is  done, 
he  is  not  sure  how  many  of  the  leases  would  be  kept  with 
the  ranch  property. 


Dan  Rostad  of  Big  Timber  asked  Mr.  Flynn  how  many  people 
would  be  needed  beyond  his  present  staff  to  maintain  this 
purchase? 

Mr.  Flynn  stated  that  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and 
Parks  has  four  wildlife  specialists  and  a  maintenance 
crew  in  the  Missoula  area  now.  The  cropland  would  be 
leased  out. 

Mr.  Rostad  stated  that  he  strongly  opposes  the  purchase 
of  property  by  the  State  of  Montana  and  feels  acquisition 
of  property  should  be  left  to  private  conservancy  groups. 

Mr.  Rod  Bui lis,  a  forester  from  Lincoln,  Montana,  urged 
the  Board  to  acquire  the  Dreyer  property  as  it  is  a  key 
to  the  Blackfoot  area  and  the  elk  migration  route. 

Mr.  Bertelsen  stated  he  is  very  familiar  with  the  elk  and 
this  area  and  it  would  be  a  very  beneficial  purchase. 
Neighboring  ranches  would  also  benefit  with  the  elk 
having  the  use  of  the  grazing  land  on  the  Dreyer 
property . 

Mr.  Greely  moved  Board  approval  of  the  purchase  of  the 
Cottonwood  Ranch  by  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and 
Parks.     Seconded  Mr.  Bertelsen.  Unanimous. 


SECTION  V  -  BREWER  PROPERTY 

BREWER  PROPERTY  SUMMARY 
SUMMARY  OF  HISTORY 
REGIONAL  LAND  PROPOSAL 
PRELIMINARY  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
MAILING  LIST  OF  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 
DECEMBER  1  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS/ 

LIST  OF  COMMENTATORS 
DECEMBER  19  MEETING  SUMMARY 


BREWER  PROPERTY  SUMMARY 


LOCATION: 
LAND: 


Carter,   Powder  River  and  Custer  Counties 

20,845  acres  deeded 
12,151  acres  of  BLM  land 

4,265  acres  of  state  school  land  leased 
37,261  TOTAL 

Antelope,   Sage  Grouse,  Mule  deer,  Whitetail  deer, 
Turkey,  Sharptails,  Pheasant,  Raptors,   Bobcat,  Fox 
Coyote,  Prairie  dogs. 

Costs  of  $1.1  million.     Had  two  public  meetings  - 
currently  under  consideration  by  Fish  and  Game 
Commission. 

To  develop  rest-rotation  grazing  system  for 
livestock  grazing.  Develop  trusting  relationships 
with  adjacent  landowners,  have  them  participate  in 
the  Brewer  grazing  system.  In  the  short  run  obtain 
leases,  and  over  time,  develop  more  permanent 
agreements  for  wildlife  habitat  conservation  on 
neighbors  property  through  easements.  This  includes 
preserving  the  sagebrush-grassland  type;  improving 
riparian  zones;  and  providing  access  to  this  habitat 
base. 

REASON  FOR  ACQUISITION:     Conservation  of  the  sagebrush-grassland 

habitat  type  from  conversion  and  development  of 
riparian  areas.  Excellent  opportunity  to  increase 
wildlife  populations. 


WILDLIFE: 


STATUS 


INTENT: 


GRAZING: 
WATER  RIGHTS 
ACCESS : 
APPRAISAL: 

MEETINGS : 


1,000  AU'S 

70  reservations  on  wells,  reservoirs 
Ekalaka  Cutoff  Road 


MIA  appraiser,  John  Widdoss. 
State  Lands 


Reviewed  by  MFWP  and 


Public  meeting  -  Broadus,  Dec.  1,  1988.  Meeting 
with  County  Commissioners  and  adjacent 
landowners  -  Dec.   19,   1988,  Miles  City 


207 . 2 
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BREWER:  SUMMARY  OF  HISTORY: 


Contact  with  Mr.  Brewer  started  several  years  ago.  When  the  Dept.  Fish, 
Wildlife  and  Parks  started  the  Block  Management  Program  in  1986  he  was 
one  of  the  first  to  be  interested. 

Bud  Brewer  indicated  he  wanted  his  land  to  remain  in  a  state  to  benefit 
wildlife  and  to  benefit  the  public  with  free,  general  hunting.  He  wants  to 
protect  that  tradition. 

Consequently,  in  1987  Region  Seven  began  discussions  with  Mr.  Brewer 
over  the  possibility  of  obtaining  a  conservation  easement  on  his  property. 
This  agreement  would  be  written  to  accomplish  his  interests  and  also  the 
interests  of  the  hunting,  conservation  minded  public.  Because  of  the 
newness  of  conservation  easements  for  the  Department  as  well  as  eastern 
Montana  landowners  we  retained  the  services  of  Bob  Keisling  of  The  Nature 
Conservancy,  an  organization  known  as  a  national  leader  in  conservation 
easements.  A  great  amount  of  time  and  effort  was  put  into  trying  to  design 
a  conservation  easement  that  suited  all  parties  concerned. 

One  of  the  important  items  for  Mr.  Brewer  was  to  develop  an  income  stream 
from  the  property.  Several  scenerios  were  calculated  and  computed. 
Different  types  and  time  frames  were  examined.  As  things  worked  out  the 
seller  decided  that  the  conservation  easement  route  was  not  acceptable.  It 
was  then  decided  that  the  Department  could  obtain  fee  title  and  then  work 
out  conservation  easements  as  follows: 

Phase  1:  obtain  fee  title 

Phase  2:  encumber  the  entire  base  property  with  an  easement  and  trade 
the  encumbered  title  to  adjacent  landowners  in  exchange  for  a  conservation 
easement  on  their  property. 

Phase  3:  would  involve  a  cooperative  venture  with  the  BLM.  They  have 
identified  the  Powderville  area  as  their  number  one  priority  in  their 
directive  to  provide  access  to  large  blocks  of  unavailable  public  land.  We 
could  provide  suggestions  for  their  asset  pooling  program. 

Phase  4.  involves  using  a  provision  of  the  1985  Farm  Bill  where  financially 
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distressed  landowners  can  restructure  their  debt  by  donating  a 
conservation  easement  to  a  qualifying  organization  or  agency.  Region  7  has 
been  in  contact  with  the  local  FHA  office  in  Miles  City. 

As  is  very  obvious,  the  above  steps  lay  out  a  very  innovative  approach  to 
wildlife  habitat  protection.  It  is  in  essence  providing  for  "public  game 
ranges  in  private  ownership  ".  Wildlife  habitat  is  maintained  or  improved; 
the  land  stays  in  private  ownership  for  other  uses;  access  for  sportsmen  is 
included  in  the  conservation  easement  agreements  with  landowners,  or 
through  other  means,  such  as  the  BLM's  asset  pooling  program  or  long-term 
Block  Management  agreements;  and  financially  distressed  landowners  can 
keep  their  ranch  or  farm  by  reducing  their  debt  through  a  conservation 
easement  and  provide  public  benefits  for  wildlife  and  the  recreating  public 
for  generations  to  come. 

The  Dept.  views  this  proposal  as  a  very  important  tool  for  future 
continuance  of  the  Wildlife  Habitat  Program  since  it  will  help  us  reduce 
substantially  our  maintenance  costs.  Also,  keeping  the  land  in  private 
ownership  is  much  more  palatable  to  some  segments  of  the  public. 

Negotiations  were  completed  and  a  public  meeting  was  held  in  Broadus  on 
Deal.  Due  to  the  negative  public  comments  the  Fish  &  Game  Commission 
delayed  a  decision.  Another  meeting  was  held  on  Dec.  19  with  the  F&G 
Commission,  adjacent  landowners,  and  county  commissioners. 

The  F&G  Commission,  at  the  Dec.  19  meeting,  requested  the  Department  to 
initiate  further  discussion  with  adjacent  landowners,  encouraged  receiving 
their  personal  views,  and  set  Jan.25,1989  as  a  time  to  address  the  Brewer 
acquisition. 
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REGION  7  LAND  PROPOSAL 


1. 


Submitter:     Neil  Martin,  Tom  Mussehl,  Gary  Hammond 


2. 


Date:     July  31,  1987 


3. 


Proposed  Site  Name:     Brewer  Ranch 


4  . 


Location  -  Region  7 

County:     Custer,  Carter,  Powder  River 
Township:     T1S,   TIN,  T2S 
Raisge:   R53F,   RS4K,  R55E 
Sections:  50 


5.     Land  Ownership:  See  attached  map 

G,     Project  Need: 

The  Brewer  Ranch  project  has  been  ranked  as  the  highest 
priority  in  Administrative  Region  7.  Reasons  for  this 
ranking  are  threefold:  First,  it  provides  habitat 
principally  for  mule  deer,  antelope  and  sage  grouse,  but  is 
also  occupied  by  white-tailed  deer,  turkey,  and  sharp-tailed 
grouse.  Because  of  numerous  prairie  dog  towns  being  located 
there,  it  is  likely  that  black-footed  ferrets  are  found  here 
also  (in  fact,  evidence  of  ferrets  has  been  observed  in  the 
recent  past);  Second,  the  juxtaposition  of  private  and 
public  lands  here  makes  the  proposal  even  more  significant 
(the  property  covers  50  sections)  as  obtaining  access  to  this 
private  land  will  open  up  significant  areas  of  BLM 
administered  lands  (see  BLM  memo  included  and  map  of  area). 
Lastly,  t  h  e  y  9  3  re  •«  nunvber  of  factors  unique  to  this 
particular  landowner  that  make  him  an  ideal  candidate  to 
prove  the  potential  of  HB  526.  Those  include  the  high 
potential  for  a  gift  or  at  least  a  donation-weighted  bargain 
sale.  The  fact  that  he  is  elderly  (73  years  of  age),  and  has 
no  h^irs  to  consider,  beyond  his  wife,  and  that  he  is 
committed  to  conservation  are  key.  Further,  he  feels 
strongly  that  hunting  should  remain  as  a  family  activity,  and 
that  it  should  not  be  reserved  only  for  the  wealthy. 

A  final  consideration  in  this  proposal  relates  to  a  provision 
in  the  1985  Farm  Bill,  which  allows  donation  of  conservation 
easements  as  a  way  for  financially  "distressed"  landowners  to 
reduce  their  debt  to  FHA.  We  have  met  with  local  FHA 
officials,  and  they  will  identify  pertinent  individual 
landowners  in  the  project  area. 

The  principal  threat  to  the  biological  integrity  of  the  area 
(both  private  and  BLM)  include  overgrazing  (Mr.  Brewer  is 
physically  unable  to  attend  to  a  place  of  this  size,  and  it 
has   suffered  abuse   at   the  hands   of   several  lessee's). 

Additionally,  thore  is  always  potential  for  sodbusting.  Of 
course,   the  access   issue  is  critical,   as  most  of  this 
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productive  wildlife  country  is  leased  for  private  hunting. 
The  BLM  has  identified  this  area  as  one  of  their  priorities 
for  obtaining  access  to  public  lands  surrounded  by  private 
lands. 

This  project  is  essential  (both  regionally  and  statewide)  to 
meet  objectives  for  the  primary  species.  Consider  the  size 
of  the  Brewer  ranch  and  the  potential  to  build  it  into  a  much 
larger  project  by  using  Brewer  deeded  property  as  trading 
stock  with  adjacent  landowners.  That  is,  we  would  give 
adjacent  landowners  title  to  Brewer  land  which  would  be 
encumbered  with  an  easement  in  exchange  for  an  easement  on 
their  adjacent  land.  Opening  up  several  hundred  sections  of 
both  private  and  public  land  using  this  scenario,  plus 
providing  impetus  for  federal  land  exchange  pooling  ,  would 
enable  us  to  ever^ice  stewardship  of  those  lands  that  has  not 
been  possible  before  (refer  to  regional  land  needs  map  to  get 
perspective  of  significance  of  this  proposal). 

H&bitat  Capability 

The  subject  property  comprises  yearlong  habitat  for  both  the 
primary  and  the  secondary  species. 

a.  Currently,  the  habitat  condition  is  rated  as  fair. 

b.  Presently,  mule  deer  and  antelope  populations  are 
estimated  at  about  5/mi2. 

In  1984,  population  density  was  estimated  to  be 
approximately  10-12  mule  deer  and  antelope  per  square 
mile.  With  a  grazing  system,  present  densities  would  be 
adjusted  upward  toward  this  10-12  animals/mi2. 
Therefore,  animal  densities  are  certainly  below  their 
potential . 

c.  Within  three  cycles  of  rest-rotation  grazing,  we  expect 
population  densities  of  primary  and  secondary  species  to 
double. 

d.  Presently,  sportsmen  are  harvesting  less  than  one 
deer/antelope  per  square  mile.  With  improved  habitat 
conditions  and  increased  access,  harvest  for  mule  deer 
and  antelope  could  be  increased  to  over  4\mi2  (this 
figure  is  conservative,  and  reflects  what  was  harvested 
on  several  of  our  block  management  areas  in  the  vicinity 
in  1986).  For  mule  deer,  at  a  rate  of  5  days  per  animal 
harvested,  we  could  expect  20  hunter  days/mi2;  while  for 
antelope  at  a  rate  of  3  days/antelope  harvested,  we  would 
anticipate  12  hunter  days/mi2.  Therefore,  on  the  .50. 
sections  encompassing  the  Brewer  property  (remember, 
realistically  we  could  build  this  into  a  200+  section 
project)  we  can  expect  1000  hunter  days  for  mule  deer  and 
600  hunter  days  for  antelope  within  10  years. 
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Considering  sage  grouse  and  sharp-tailed  grouse,  turkey, 
and  white-tailed  deer,  we  could  expect  another  400  hunter 
days  for  these  secondary  species. 

A  graphic  depiction  of  expected  output  over  a  20  year 
period  is  as  follows: 
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0  =  with  no  project  (null  alternative) 

*  (this  graph  is  based  only  on  the  existing  50  section  Brewer 
ranch.  Recreational  opportunities  would  be  about  four  times 
greater  if  the  full  potential  of  this  project  is  reached). 
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Other  Management  Implications 

1.  There  is  a  high  potential  for  trade  with  both  private 
landowners  as  well  as  the  BLM. 

Since  plans  are  for  conservation  easements  as  the 
principal  land  preservation  tool  in  this  endeavor,  taxes 
will  be  a  short-term  consideration,  perhaps  for  only  one 
or  two  years  (until  the  easement  trades  are  consummated). 
Grazing  revenues  should  pay  for  this  overhead,  as  well  as 
the  increased  manpower  needs  associated  with  start  up. 
The  initial  grazing  system  will  be  overseen  by  the 
existing  ranch  foreman.  This  particular  individual,  who 
has  worked  on  the  Brewer  Ranch  for  13  years,  will  be 
actively  involved  in  the  "people  management"  part  of  this 
endeavor  T.;eli. 

Game  damage  should  be  greatly  reduced  as  a  result  of 
better  hunter  distribution  and  harvest.  Additionally, 
vith  our  management  involvement,  we  will  nave  a  very  real 
potential  to  manage  wildlife  on  a  piece  of  privets 
land  (this  would  be  a  first  for  us  as  a  Department  as 
well) . 

Our  monitoring  needs  for  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
conservation  easement  will  involve  a  minimal  expenditure 
of  money  and  time   (approximately  2-3  days/year). 

We  are  coordinating  this  effort  with  Bruce  Bugbee  to 
insure  that  we  meet  IRS  requirements. 

2 .  Endangered  Species 

Numerous  prairie  dog  towns  exist  on  the  Brewer  ranch. 
Because  of  Mr.  F.rewer's  strong  conservation  ethic,  *.hese 
towns  have  not  been  destroyed  in  the  36  years  he  has 
owned  the  property.  Black-footed  ferret  sign  has  been 
observed  on  this  ranch,  and  strong  potential  exists  for 
their  occurrence. 

Also,  watershed  values  would  be  enhanced  as  a  properly 
implemented  grazing  program  (plus  no  sodbusting  of  highly 
erodible  lands)  will  reduce  sedimentation  into  the  Powder 
River,  which  runs  through  the  northern  portion  of  the 
ranch. 

Numerous  stockponds  have  the  potential  for  significant 
waterfowl  production  and,  of  course,  recreational 
harvest. 
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3 .     Section  8 . 1  additional  costs  include : 


Title  Report  $  400 
Appraisal 

Stewardship  plan  (10  days)  2,500 

Grazing  system  (R-R  system)  20,000 

(setup  +  operation  +  C.E.  monitoring) 

People  management  2,500 

Negotiations   (5  days)  1,250 

Title  Insurance  300 

Project  coordination  (5  days)  1,250 


*       After  start  up,  costs  are  estimated  to  be  less  than 
$10  ,000/year . 

**  Potential  for  charitable  lead  trust  involving 
generous  donor  in  Mr.  Brewer.  Final  negotiations  to 
be  conducted  after  project  approval. 

4.     Management  Program: 


Specifically,  principal  terms  of  future  C.E.'s  include 
(there  will  be  other  restrictions  included  as  well): 

a.  No  farming,  except  for  existing  hay  base  (the  balance 
of  the  property  is  class  IV  land-deemed  unsuitable 
for  farming  by  SCS  criteria.) 

b.  Grazing  under  a  grazing  system  -  a  rest-rotation 
system  will  be  implemented  until  or  unless  a  better 
system  is  someday  developed. 

c.  Managed  public  access  during  hunting  season  (similar 
to  our  block  management  program).  To  be  reviewed 
yearly  with  private  parties  involved  to  iron-out 
problems. 


d.     No  commercial  developments 
5 .     Null  Alternative : 

a.  Loss    of    significant    opportunity    to  demonstrate 
potential  of  HB  526. 

b.  Loss  of  access  to  large  block  of  private  and  publ ic 
land. 

c.  Increased  trend  toward  privatization. 

d.  Increased  loss  of  soil  associated  with  continuous 
grazing  and  subsequent  loss  of  productivity. 
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e. 


Continued  periodic  serious  game  damage 


f . 


Continued  siltation  of  Powder  River. 


9.  DEGREE  OF  IMMEDIACY 

Requires  action  in  immediate  future  with  high  probability  of 
continued  deteriorations  or  destruction  of  critical  habitat 
and  loss  of  public  access.  Mr.  Brewer  is  elderly  and  must 
dispose  of  property  soon.  His  financial  stability  plus  his 
wonderful  attitude  toward  conservation  and  public  hunting  (as 
a  family  activity),  and  the  fact  that  there  are  no  children 
involved  in  this  transaction,  make  this  an  ideal  project  to 
demonstrate  the  applicability  of  the  Habitat  Bill. 

10.  ECONOMIC  SUMMARY: 

A.     20  Year  Costs: 


1.  Estimated  initial  purchase  -  initial  discussions  with 
Mr.  Brewer  indicate  donation-weighted  bargain  sale  as 
a  possibility.  Alternately,  real  possibility  of  a 
charitable  lead  trust.  After  appraisal  is  completed 
we  could  begin  final  negotiations.  We  have  advised 
Mr.  Brewer  to  seek  advice  of  his  tax-estate  planning 
counsel.  Bob  Kiesling  of  the  Nature  Conservancy  has 
visited  with  Mr.  Brewer  on  our  behalf,  and  is 
presently  running  the  "numbers"  through  their 
National  Office. 

2.  3.     Total  20  Year  Base  Maintenance: 
See  8.1  and  8.3. 

After  complete  transfer  of  needed  land  to  build  the 
easement  portfolio,  total  costs  should  be  about 
$10,000/year. 


Total  20  year  base  maintenance 


Year  1 

Year  2-20   ($10,000  year) 


$  30,200 
190,000 


Total 


$  220,200* 


excludes  initial  negotiated  price 
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B.     Estimate  of  20  year  benefit  to  states  economy   ( AxBxC) 
Presently 

50   antelope  harvested  x   3  days/antelope 
harvested   x    $54/day    (*)    =  $8f100/yr 

50  mule  deer  harvested  x  5  day/deer  harvested  x 

54/day   (**)  =  13,500/yr 


$21,600 


*     -  based  on  Idaho's  "net  willingness  to  pay"  study 
**  -  assuming  mule  deer  net  value  equal  to  antelope, 
(figures  for  Montana  will  be  substituted  when  they  are 
available  from  FW"J  economist). 

Potential 

200  antelope  x  3 days/antelope  harvested  x 

$54/day  -  $  32,400 

200  mule  deer  x  5  days/deer  harvested  x 

$54/day=  54,000 


$  86,400 


(considering  only  antelope  and  mule  deer) 

Present      $21,600  x  20  years  =  $  432,000 

Potential  $86,400  x  20  years  =  1,728,000* 


$64,800  difference  =     $1,296,000  additional 

in  project. 

*  considering  only  Brewer's  50  sections 

C.  Cost/Benefit  Ratios;  Until  the  completion  of  an 
appraisal  and  subsequent  negotiations,  we  cannot  assess 
the  C:B  ratios  exactly. 

However,  it  seems  reasonable  that  we  could  compete  the 
deeded/easement  portfolio  for  several  hundred  thousand 
dollars,  say  $200,000. 

Therefore,  including  all  costs  associated  with  the  Brewer 
project  over  20  years,  and  considering  his  50  sections 
(the  figure  in  brackets  is  the  ratio  for  the  200  section 
project  envisioned)   the  C/B  ratio  is  as  follows: 

$420,000/$l,728,000  =     .243   (Brewer  50  sections) 

[$420,000/6,912,000     =     .061]    (Overall  200  section 

potential ) 
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Attachment  A 


9.     Summary  of  20  year  Outputs     -  expected  trend  with  and 
without  project. 
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ATTACHMENT  B 


Economic  $100,000 
Return 


$  50,000- 


potential 
'     return  in  ten 
years 


present  return  under  block  mgmt 
 private  commerical  venture-- 


no  hunting 


10 
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Annual  economic  value  of  mule  deer  and  antelope  over  20-year 
period  with  and  without  project. 
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$2,000,000- 


Economic 
return 


$1,000,000- 


Pr  ivate 
hunting 
venture 


Initial 

economic 

returns 

with 

public 

recreation 


Economic 
return 
realized 
in  10  years 
with  public 
recreation 


-  Gross  economic  returns  in  20-year  period  with  various 
recreational  ventures. 


i 
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STATEWIDE  SELECTION  CRITERIA  AND  EVALUATION 

Proposed  Project:     Brewer  Ranch 

Location:     Region  :  Seven 

County:     Custer,  Carter,  Powder  River 
Township:   TIN,   T1S,   T2S,  T3S 
Range:         R53E,   R54E,  R55E 
Section:     50  sections 

DEGREE  OF  NEED  Rank  Score  1 


Is  project  essential  to  meet  regional  objectives  for  primary  species? 
yes   Statewide  yes 

Does  supply  of  primary  species  exceed  demand?  No 

Is  loss  of  critical  habitat  the  major  concern?  Yes  Equally 

critical  is  loss  of  access  plus  loss  of  opportunity  to  work  with 
curtent  landowner. 

What  percent  of  preferred  habitat  would  be  lost   •_">■   (Estimate 

that  represents        of  preferred  regional  habitat  as  outlined  in  our 
regional  needs  map) . 

Is  loss  of  public  access  the  major  concern?  yes 

What  percent  of  available  access  would  be  lost:   5%  .  This 

overall  project  would  open  up  large  blocks  of  BLM  administered 
land . 

HABITAT  CAPABILITY  Rank  Score  1 


Habitat  Type:       Sag  eb  r  u  s  h  -  g  r  a  s  s  1  a  n  d    interspersed  with 

topographic  relief  in  the  form  of  buhtes,  scir.e 
of  which  are  covered  by  Ponderosa  Pine. 


Current  Potential 

Primary  Animal  Density  5/mi2  10-12/mi^ 

(mule  deer  &  antelope) 

Secondary  Animal  Density 

(WT  deer,  turkey,  sage  grouse) 

Habitat  Condition  Fair  Excellent 

Area  Size  50  sec 

Harvest  50  mule  deer  200  mule  deer 

50  antelope  200  antelope 

Recreational  Days  500  2000   (on  existing 

50  sec . ) 
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MANAGEMENT  IMPLICATIONS  Rank  Score  1 

(refer   to  specific  sections  on  Regional  Land  Proposal  R.L.P.) 

Potential  Negative  Impacts:  yes  (will  require  active  people 
management  program  -  should  not  be  considered  negative,  but 
rather  as  a  change  in  priority.) 

Other  Significant  Resource  Values:       yes         (R.L.P.   Sec  8.1/8.2) 

Feasibility:     See  6  of  Regional  Land  Proposal 

DEGREE  OF  IMMEDIACY:     Rank       1         (See  R.L.P.   -  6  and  8.2) 
Habitat,   Immediate  Action.   

Critical  Habitat,  Public  Access,  Near  Future  X 

Important  Habitat,  Potentially  Threaten^  

Important  Habitat  in  Key  Areas,  Not  Threatened   

ECONOMIC  SUMMARY       (See  R.L.P.   8.3,   10. a.   1.2.3,  10. b. ,  10. c.) 

Purchase  Costs     N. A.   Percent  Available  Funding      HB  526 

0  &  M  Costs    10 ,000/yr  Additional  Personnel   X   yes   

(excluding  BLM  grazing  leases)  (one  parttime  employee) 

Cost/Benefit       . 243 

EVALUATION  OF  NULL  HYPOTHESIS        See  R.L.P.       8.5,  9.1 


v. 
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BREWER  RANCH  HEADQUARTERS 

NEAR  MOUTH  OF  STUMP  CREEK 


BREWER  HAY  MEADOWS  IN  FOREGROUND 

POWDER  RIVER  IN  BACKGROUND 


BREWER  PROPERTY  -  PINE  HILLS 


SAGEBRUSH  HABITAT  -  STUMP  CREEK  IN  BACKGROUND 
PINE  HILLS  ON  HORIZON 


November   21,  1988 

DRAFT 

PRELIMINARY  WILDLIFE  AREA  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 

BREWER  RANCH 

INTRODUCTION 

The  Fish  and  Game  Commission  has  adopted  rules  which  provide  for 
implementation  of  HB  526.  Those  rules  specify  that  a  preliminary 
management  plan  be  written  prior  to  any  final  action  by  the 
Commission.  This  preliminary  management  plan  is  intended  to  give 
an  immediate  general  analysis  and  provide  the  basis  for  comment  at 
the  public  hearing  on  the  proposed  action. 

Any  comments  which  identify  areas  not  addressed  by  the  preliminary 
management  plan  will  be  addressed  in  the  final  plan  prepared  by  the 
department.  The  preliminary  plan  identifies  the  department's 
management  goals  for  the  property  and  does  not  contain  specific 
work  activities.  These  will  be  addressed  in  the  final  management 
plan  when  proper  inventories  have  been  made  and  compliance 
requirements  met.  The  final  management  plan  will  be  available  for 
public  review  prior  to  approval  by  the  Commission.  Once  the  final 
management  plan  is  in  place,  it  will  be  reviewed  every  five  years 
and  necessary  adjustments  incorporated. 

The  primary  purpose  of  this  acquisition  is  to  purchase  key  land 
for  wildlife  enhancement.     A  secondary  aspect  of  this  acquisition 
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is  to  develop  a  partnership  between  livestock  operators  and  the 
department  for  the  benefit  of  wildlife,  sportsmen,  and  adjacent 
landowners.  This  will  involve  the  exchange  of  conservation 
easements  with  neighboring  landowners  for  the  purpose  of  improving 
wildlife  habitat  over  a  larger  area  than  the  Brewer  property. 

Area  Description 


Location  and  Topography 
Present  : 

The  Brewer  property  is  located  in  southeast  Montana  and  is  composed 
of  20,845  acres  of  deeded  land,  12,151  acres  of  land  leased  from 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  and  4,265  acres  leased  from  the 
State  Land  Board  (DSL).  The  majority  of  the  Brewer  Ranch  is 
located  in  Carter  and  Powder  River  counties,  with  a  small  portion 
lying  along  the  Powder  River  occurring  in  Custer  County.  The 
property  is  found  approximately  18  miles  southwest  of  Ekalaka  and 
30  miles  northeast  of  Broadus,  Montana.  The  northern  boundary  of 
the  property  is   formed  by   the  Powder  River. 


Immediately  adjacent  land  ownership  includes  private  land,  as  well 
as  lands  administered  by  the  BLM  and  DSL.  Adjacent  private  ranches 
include:  Keith  Ranch,  Krietel  Ranch,  Howell  Ranch,  McGill  Ranch, 
LeMaster  Ranch,   and  the  Miles  Ranch. 
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Topography  of  the  area  is  variable,  and  ranges  from  rolling 
sagebrush-grassland  hills  to  steep-sided  timbered  buttes.  Numerous 
deeply  cut  ravines  also  occur  on  the  property. 

Elevations  on  the  Ranch  range  from  840  meters  on  the  Powder  River, 
to  1027  meters  on  the  divide  between  Stump  Creek  and  Davis  Creek. 
Average  annual  precipitation  is  13.5  inches,  and  temperature  range 
from  -40°  F  to  110°  F.  Soil  type  on  the  Brewer  Ranch  are  broadly 
delineated  into  two  associations:  the  Powder  River  bottom  is 
composed  of  the  Haverson-Glenlorg  Association,  while  the  Elso- 
Remnit-Ocean  Lake  Association  makes  up  the  bulk  of  the  upland 
sites  . 

Vegetation 

Present : 

Vegetation  types  on  this  property  include  sagebrush-grassland 
communities,  hardwood  dominated  brushy  draws,  riparian  zones 
typified  by  sedges  and  wet-site  grasses,  riparian  communities 
occurring  along  the  Powder  River  and  dominated  by  Cottonwood  and 
which  have  dense  pockets  of  willows,  and  Ponderosa  pine  savannah 
communities.  Additionally,  there  are  mature  cotton woods  occurring 
along  some  draws  and  along  some  portion  of  creek  bottoms.  Alfalfa 
is  grown  for  hay  on  500  acres  of   the  Powder  River  bottom. 
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Sagebrush-grassland  communities  are  dominated  by  big  sagebrush  and 
silver  sage  in  the  shrub  component,  with  the  understory  being 
dominated  by  western  wheatgrass  and  needle  and  thread  grass. 
Prairie  sandreed  occurs  in  pockets  as  well.  Blue  grama  occurs  in 
the  understory  as  well  and  functions  as  an  increaser.  Green  ash 
predominates  in  some  of  the  deeper  draws,  and  plains  cottonwood  may 
occur  there  as  well.  Ponderosa  pine  occurs  on  some  buttes  in  the 
area,   principally  occurring  on  rockier  sites  and  on  north  slopes. 


Future : 


Within  three  cycles  of  rest-rotation  grazing  we  expect  increased 
reproduction  and  survival  of  deciduous  species.  Snowberry  and 
rose,  which  are  important  food  plants  for  mule  deer,  whitetails, 
sharptails  and  cover  plants  for  sharptails  and  other  ground  nesting 
birds,  will  increase  in  vigor  and  size.  Patches  of  willow  should 
expand.  Trees,  such  as  green  ash  and  cottonwood,  will  have 
seedlings/shoots  that  will  survive.  This  is  especially  important 
since  this  will  reestablish  and  enlarge  one  of  the  most  important 
vegetation  types,  the  brushy  draw/riparian.  The  benefits  from  re- 
establishing this  vegetation  community  will  effect  nongame  as  well 
as  game  species,  especially  tree-nesting  song  birds,  raptors  and 
wintering  sharptails. 

Further,   we  expect   increased  protection  of  the  soil  as  vegetation 
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begins  to  establish  in  areas  now  devoid  of  vegetation.  As  grasses 
and  forbs  expand  into  the  bare  ground  areas  between  existing 
plants,  soil  erosion  will  be  lessened,  and  increased  cover  wilL  be 
available  to  ground  nesting  birds  such  as  sharptails,  huns, 
rneadowlarks ,  and  vesper  sparrows.  The  increased  diversity  and 
quantity  of  vegetation  will  provide  added  food  for  sage  grouse, 
antelope  and  deer. 

Watershed 

Present : 

The  Powder  River  is  the  only  perennial  stream  on  the  property.  It 
flows  through  approximately  3  1/2  miles  of  the  Brewer  Ranch.  Two 
other  ephemeral  streams  flow  through  the  property,  Stump  Creek  and 
Timber  Creek.  Because  of  their  proximity  to  natural  or  developed 
springs,  sections  of  both  of  these  streams  flow  perennially. 
Numerous  stockponds  occur  on  the  property  as  well. 

future ; 

As  vegetation  is  increased  with  a  rest-rotation  system  and  less 
soil  is  lost  to  runoff,  siltation  into  the  Powder  River  will  be 
reduced.  Therefore,  the  soil  will  be  staying  where  it  belongs  and 
this  piece  of  property  will  be  doing  its  share  to  reduce  the  silt 
load  in  the  Powder  River  which  limits  it   to  a  catfish  fishery.  A 
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watershed  which  holds  more  water  will  produce  more  vegetation  and 
possibly  maintain  more  constant  reservoir  levels.  The  additional 
vegetation  and  water  will   benefit  all  wildlife  species. 

Travel  System 

Two  county  roads  cross  the  property.  One  runs  north  and  south  and 
parallels  the  Powder  River.  This  road  services  the  Brewer 
residence.  The  other  travels  east  from  near  the  Powderville 
Bridge.  Jeep  trails  access  the  heads  of  both  Stump  Creek  and 
Timber  Creek,  as  well  as  the  numerous  stockponds  occurring  on  the 
property.  Public  use  of  the  property  has  been  determined  by  the 
landowner. 

Future : 

The  present  road  system  provides  general  access  to  the  majority  of 
the  property.  Since  these  roads  have  adequately  served  the  needs 
of  the  rancher  for  many  years,  any  additional  road  development 
would  not  be  recommended.  Signing  to  control  vehicle  use  during 
the  hunting  season  will   be  done. 
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Physical  Developments 


Present : 

Existing  developments  on  the  property  include  an  extensive  network 
of  boundary  and  interior  fences  and  several  sets  of  corrals  with 
their  associated  outbuildings.  The  ranch  headquarters,  located  on 
Lower  Stump  Creek,  consists  of  a  residence,  a  trailer  for  the  hired 
man,  associated  outbuildings,  including  a  barn  and  hanger,  and 
various  pens  and  corrals.  A  second  cabin,  outbuilding  and  corrals 
are  located  about  7  miles  up  Stump  Creek.  Several  windmills, 
stocktank  and  numerous  stockponds  have  been  developed  or 
constructed  on  the  property  as  well.  Numerous  dikes  and  water 
control  devices  have  been  constructed  on  the  hay  meadows  located 
on  the  Powder  River. 


Future 


The  BLM  is  considering  a  plan  to  develop  a  water  source  on  Timber 
Creek,  which  would  possibly  include  construction  of  a  dam  and 
assorted  necessary  structures.  Existing  corrals  and  livestock 
handling  facilities  will  be  available  for  use  by  adjacent 
landowners  who  would  be  lessees.  Currently,  there  are  7  pastures 
contained  on  the  property.  The  number  of  pastures  would  be 
changed  to  three  at  the  fewest  under  a  rest-rotation  grazing 
system.  Development      of      that      grazing      system     would  begin 
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immediately . 

All   physical   developments   on   the   property   will   remain   as   part  of 
the  Department's  long-term  plan  for  livestock  grazing  program. 
As  the  department  proceeds  with  exchange  of  conservation  easements, 
these  physical  developments  will   be  included. 

Wildlife 

Current  wildlife  use  of  this  property  includes  the  following 
animals  (and/or  groups  of  animals)  and  their  present  levels  of  use. 

At  present,  antelope  and  mule  deer  are  at  population  densities  of 
between  5-7  animals/square  mile.  Both  species  use  the  property 
yearlong,  utilizing  sagebrush  heavily  during  fall,  winter  and  early 
spring.  White-tailed  deer  live  yearlong  primarily  in  the  Powder 
River  bottom.  Brushy  draws  near  the  River  also  serve  as  suitable 
habitat  for  whitetails.  Whitetails  presently  occur  at  densities 
near   lO/mi^  in  the  aforementioned  habitats. 

Sage  grouse  are  closely  tied  to  the  sagebrush-grassland  vegetation 
type  as  well,  and  large  wintering  populations  occur  on  the 
property.  Hungarian  partridge  and  pheasants  occur  as  small 
populations  on  the  property.  Turkeys  are  found  in  viable 
populations  along  the  Powder  River.     Waterfowl  use  of  the  property 
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is  very  limited,  with  mallard,  teal  and  Canada  geese  nesting  on  the 
area.  A  variety  of  shorebirds,  raptors  and  songbirds  are  found  on 
the  area.  Furbearers  and  predators  using  the  area  include  beaver, 
bobcat,   mink,   red  fox,   coyote  and  badger. 


availability 
sunfish  and 
in  the  River . 

Future 

In  the  sagebrush  grassland  community  of  southeastern  Montana  mule 
deer  populations  generally  fluctuate  from  a  low  of  5  to  7  per 
square  mile  to  a  high  of  13  to  15  square  mile.  After  several 
cycles  of  rest-rotation  grazing  the  improved  condition  of 
vegetation  will  allow  the  mule  deer  population  to  fluctuate  less 
and  at  a  higher  level. 


Fish  populations  fluctuate  widely  depending  on  water 
in     the     Powder     River.         Channel     catfish,  green 
occasionally  sauger  are  the  principal  game  fish  found 


The  same  process  will  also  hold  true  for  antelope.  With  the  return 
or  expansion  of  more  brushy  draw/riparian  type,  whitetails  and 
sharptails  will  take  advantage  of  this  by  expanding  their 
population. 


All  ground  nesting  birds  will  increase  their  population  as  the 
ground  cover  develops  a  taller  and  denser  structure. 
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Wintering  mule  deer  and  year-long  sage  grouse  populations  will  be 
the  major  winners  with  protection  of  the  sagebrush  community.  Sage 
grouse  populations  should  increase.  This  can  be  monitored  through 
the  breeding  ground  surveys. 

Area  Management 

Management:   Goal,   Discussion  and  Plan 
Goal 

The  goal  of  management  for  the  Brewer  property  will  be  to  improve 
the  condition  of  all  vegetative  communities  with  resulting 
enhancement  of  wildlife  habitat.  Primarily,  this  is  a  project  to 
protect  and  manage  one  of  the  most  critical  habitats  in  Montana  - 
the  sagebrush-grassland  vegetation  type.  This  land  stewardship 
project  will  be  designed  to  improve  the  land,  the  vegetation  and 
increase  wildlife  and  livestock  production  by  applying  the 
principles  of  rest-rotation  grazing.  Through  a  close  working 
relationship  with  adjacent  landowners,  utilizing  land  exchanges  and 
conservation  easements,  the  benefits  will  be  beyond  the  Brewer 
property. 

Discussion 

Studies    in    Montana    have    identified    the    dependence    for    food  and 
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cover  of  big  game  (especially  antelope  and  mule  deer)  and  small 
game  species  (especially  sage  grouse)  on  plants  comprising  the 
sagebrush-grassland  type.  From  1950  to  1975  approximately  10%  of 
the  sagebrush-grassland  range  in  Montana  has  been  rendered 
unsuitable  for  some  species.  Recent  large-scale  sodbusting  of  the 
sagebrush-grassland  type,  particularly  in  central  and  southeastern 
Montana,  are  of  concern  to  the  department.  One  researcher 
concluded  that  sagebrush  conversion  project  may  eventually  cover 
most  of  the  sagebrush-grassland  dominated  rangelands  in  the  west. 
The  opportunities  afforded  with  the  Brewer  Property  and  its  future 
management  would  allow  for  enhancement  of  wildlife  populations  as 
well  as  livestock. 


Plan 


The  following  is  the  Department's  plan  for  the  Brewer  property  to 
accomplish  the  goal  of  developing  a  partnership  between  landowners 
and  the  department. 

First,  the  Department  intent  is  to  establish  a  3-pasture  rest- 
rotation  grazing  system.  The  Department  will  contract  with  a  range 
management  specialist  to  prescribe  proper  grazing  practices 
appropriate  to  the  area  prior  to  finalizing  a  grazing  program. 
The  grazing  system,  in  cooperation  with  the  Department  of  State 
Lands  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  will  utilize  neighboring 
landowner's   cattle   to   graze   the    ranch.      The    grazing    fee   will  be 
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set  under  a  pasturing  agreement  with  the  Department  of  State  Lands. 


Hayland  will  be  leased  on  a  sharecrop  or  acreage  basis  to  adjacent 
landowners.  Revenues  collected  by  the  Department  from  both  grazing 
and  haying  will  be  deposited  in  the  Department's  Real  Property 
Trust  for  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes,  to  pay  state  and  BLM  grazing 
fees,   and   for  upkeep  of  the  property. 

Noxious  weeds  will  be  controlled  in  a  manner  consistent  with  MFWP's 
statewide  weed  management  policy.  The  department  will  continue  to 
coordinate  with  adjacent  landowners  and  county  weed  boards  for  weed 
control . 

During  the  first  two  cycles  of  rest-rotation  grazing  system  (6 
years)  the  Department  will  place  a  conservation  easement  on  the 
Brewer  property  with  the  following  provisions:  first,  to  continue 
to  graze  the  property  under  a  grazing  system  approved  of  by  the 
department;  second,  to  preserve  the  sagebrush-grassland  vegetation 
type;  and  thirdly,  to  provide  for  public  access  for  hunting.  The 
Department  will  begin  negotiating  with  those  neighbors  with  whom 
we  have  developed  a  partnership,  and  who  are  willing  to  continue 
that  partnership  that  was  begun  several  years  earlier.  This 
partnership  would  result,  first  and  foremost,  in  keeping  the 
sagebrush-grassland  vegetation  type  productive,  thus  producing 
habitat  for  wildlife  and  forage  for  wildlife,  while  secondarily, 
providing  public  access  for  hunting. 
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access  is  anticipated  in  the  next  3  years.  During 
will    develop    specific    plans    through  discussions 
private   landowners   and    land  management  agencies 
determine  optimum  methods  of  access. 

Impacts 

Historically,  the  conflict  between  those  who  wanted  to  convert 
sagebrush-grassland  communities,  and  the  wildlife  professionals 
and  sportsmen  who  wanted  sagebrush  protected  seemed  unresol vable . 
This  project  represents  a  solution  to  that  conflict,  as  all 
interests  share  the  common  idea  of  protecting  the  soil  and 
maintaining  the  vegetation  in  a  highly  productive  state  by  using 
the  principles  of  rest-rotation  grazing. 

The  community  would  also  benefit  in  cases  where  the  1985  Farm  Bill 
provision  on  distressed  landowners  could  be  applied,  by  preventing 
forced  sales  which  have  the  effect  of  reducing  overall  property 
values  in  the  area. 

Local  business  economics  would  also  benefit,  as  sportsmen  spend 
time  and  money  in  those  communities. 

Management  Activities 


Little  change  in 
that    period,  we 
with  neighboring 
and  sportsmen  to 
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Yearly  meetings  with  neighboring  landowners  and  public  land 
management  agencies  will  be  conducted  to  fine-tune  this  cooperative 
venture.  Vegetation  sampling  and  evaluation  will  be  conducted  on 
a  regular  basis.  Other  land  management  specialists  and  agencies, 
and  County  Commissioners  will  be  contacted  as  needed  for  technical 
assistance. 

Additionally,  the  Department  would  begin  to  work  with  neighboring 
landowners  with  good  wildlife  habitat  who  may  be  in  a  financially 
distressed  situation  with  Farm  Home  loans.  The  Department  will 
negotiate  with  FHA  and  willing  landowners  to  reduce  that 
indebtedness  under  the  1985  Farm  Bill.  Thus,  by  using  the 
conservation  easement  tool,  the  above  partnership  between 
landowners  and  the  Department  could  be  extended  to  neighbors  with 
the  positive  result  of  keeping  that  landowner  from  losing  his  land. 

The  proposed  project  most  clearly  fits  the  direction  given  by  the 
legislature  in  that:  (1)  It  meets  the  following  criteria  of  HB  526 
"that  emphasis  is  placed  upon  those  areas  where  important  habitat 
is  seriously  threatened;"  and,  (2)  It  uses  conservation  easements 
wherever   possible  to  put   the   land   back  in  private  control. 
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WEED  CONTROL  PROGRAM 
FOR  LANDS  MANAGED  BY  THE 
MONTANA  DEPARTMENT,    FISH,   WILDLIFE  AND  PARKS 

Justi  f ication 

Many  plants,  both  native  and  introduced  species,  provide 
food  and/or  cover  to  the  more  than  400  species  of 
terrestrial  wildlife  in  Montana.  Some  of  those  plant 
species  are  critical  to  the  survival  of  certain  kinds  of 
wildlife  by  providing  dietary  staples  or  trace  elements, 
birthing  and  nesting  cover,  etc.,  while  others  are  utilized 
simply  because  they  are  available.  Plants  in  general  are 
prerequisite  to  the  existence  of  wildlife. 

Some  plant  species  are  undesirable  from  an  agricultural 
viewpoint.  Such  plants  compete  with  crop  and  livestock 
forage  plants  for  nutrients,  water,  and  space.  When 
successfully  established,  these  weeds  can  result  in  economic 
losses  to  private  land  managers. 

Problem 

The  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  owns  or  leases 
375  sites  located  in  34  counties  and  comprising  324,800 
acres  (0.3%  of  Montana's  total  land  area).  These  areas  are 
set  aside  for  wildlife  management  purposes,  fish  hatcheries, 
state  parks  and  recreation  areas,  fishing  access  sites,  and 
administrative  sites. 

The  department  has  actively  pursued  a  general  "good 
neighbor"  policy  with  regard  to  agriculturally  undesirable 
plants  for  many  years,  and  has  complied  with  provisions  of 
the  1979  Montana  Weed  Control  Law.  However,  there  has  not 
been  a  formal  weed  control  policy  in  place  for  department 
land.  To  promote  understanding  of  the  department's  plant 
management  objectives  on  lands  under  its  control,  to  further 
endorse  the  department's  cooperation  with  agricultural 
interests  in  minimizing  problems  with  undesirable  plant 
species,  and  to  assure  effective  application  of  weed  control 
procedures  on  department  lands,  the  following  program  shall 
be  followed. 

PROGRAM 

Ob j  ective 

To  prevent,  to  the  extent  feasible,  the  reproduction  and 
distribution  of  agriculturally  undesirable  plants  species 
on/from  department  lands  to  adjacent  private  lands. 
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Evaluation 

The  feasibility  of  controlling  undesirable  plants  on 
department  lands  shall  be  determined  according  to  the 
following  factors: 

1.  Declaration  of  a  plant  species  as  a  noxious  weed  by 
state  lav;  and  the  appropriate  county  weed  board. 

2.  Occurrence  and  density  of  the  noxious  weed  on 
department  land. 

3.  Sources  of  the  sane  noxious  weeds  on  adjacent  and/or 
upstream/upwind  lands. 

4.  Maintaining  the  welfare  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources, 
recreational  opportunities,  and  health  and  human  safety 
concerns . 

5.  Funds,  equipment  and  manpower  available  to  the 
department  for  noxious  weed  management. 

6.  Federal  and  state  restrictions  on  the  methods  and 
materials  available  for  noxious  weed  management. 

Analysis 

To  implement  this  policy,  each  regional  supervisor  will 
systematically  analyze  all  land  under  the  department's 
control  within  his  region.    The  analysis  for  each  area  will: 

1.  Identify  noxious  weeds  present. 

2.  Identify  the  source  of  the  noxious  weeds  whenever 
possible . 

3.  Identify    past    and    present   control    methods  employed. 

4.  Map  the  current  location  and  extent  of  each  noxious 
weed  species. 

5.  List  the  number  of  complaints,  if  any,  concerning 
noxious  weed  occurrence  on  that  land. 

6.  Solicit  input  from  Weed  Board  or  Weed  Supervisor. 

7.  List  the  objections  to  noxious  weed  management  on 
department  lands  by  individuals  or  groups. 

8.  Include  any  other  pertinent  information. 
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Control  Plan 
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2.      Contracting  with  county  weed  boards. 

3-      Contracting  with  private  weed  control  firms 
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4.      Cooperative    agreements    with    adjoining    or  neighboring 
landowners. 

Monitoring 

All  noxious  weed  control  plans  will  be  monitored  at  least 
once  per  year  by  the  regional  supervisor  or  his  designee. 
If  monitoring  shows  the  methods  chosen  for  plant  control  are 
not  effectively  meeting  the  stated  goal  for  an  area,  the 
specific  plan  will  be  modified  and  another  control  method  or 
methods  will  be  added  or  substituted.  If  the  situation 
warrants  a  change  in  the  goal  for  an  area,  it  can  be 
changed . 

Communication  and  Followup 

Regional  supervisors  will  meet  with  each  county  weed  board 
in  his  region  where  the  department  controls  land  at  least 
once  per  year.  The  supervisor  will  discuss  the  department's 
overall  noxious  weed  control  program  and  will  discuss 
specific  weed  control  plans  for  the  sites  under  his 
administration  within  the  county. 

The  Director  will  appoint  a  person  as  statewide  noxious  and 
weed  control  coordinator.  Duties  assigned  to  this  person 
will  include: 

1.  Assisting  regional  supervisors  in  developing  specific 
weed  control  analyses  and  plans. 

2.  Disseminating  information  about  the  department's 
noxious  weed  control  to  the  public  and  to  department 
employees. 

3.  Assisting  in  establishing  training  schedules  and 
opportunities  for  department  employees  regarding 
noxious  weeds  and  their  control. 

4.  Monitor  the  overall  weed  control  program  of  the 
department . 

5.  Report  noxious  weed  control  activity  to  the  Director  at 
the  end  of  each  calendar  year.  This  report  will 
contain  a  description  of  all  activities  undertaken  by 
the  department  and  will  contain  recommendations  for 
weed  control  for  the  coming  calendar  year. 


Date 
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MAILING  LIST  FOR  BREWER  PROPERTY  PRELIMINARY  MANAGEMENT  PLAN 


Rep.   Leo  Giacometto 
Box  1 

Alzada,   MT  59311 

Rep.  Marian  Hanson 
Box  237 

Ashland,  MT  59003 

Mr.  Ted  Fletcher,  Co.  Comm. 
Box  J 

Broadus,  MT  59317 

Mr.  Brooks  Study,  Co.  Comm. 
Box  J 

Broadus,   MT  59317 

Mike  LeMaster 

Powderville  Stage 

N.   Broadus,  MT  59317 

Myrl  Howell 
Powderville,  MT 

Jerry  McGill 
Powderville,  MT 

Manley  Moore 
Broadus,   MT       59  317 


Mr.  Jerry  Jack 

Montana  Stockgrowers  Assn. 

Helena,  MT 

Ben  Minow 
Olive,  MT 


Matthew  Millenbach 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
POB  940 

Miles  City,   Mt  59301 

Milton  Markuson 
County  Commissioner 
Ekalaka,  MT 


Eunice  Walker 
County  Commissioner 
Alzada,  MT 


Rep.  Gerry  Devlin 
Box  186 

Terry,   MT  59349 

Sen.  William  P.  Yellowtail,  Jr. 
Box  3  08 

Wyola,   MT  59089 

Mr.  Gerall  Himelspach,  Co.  Comm. 
Box  J 

Broadus,  MT  59317 

Mr.  Cap  Keith 
Box  3  02 

Ekalaka,   MT  59324 

Gib  Kreitel 

Star  Route  1,   Box  168 

Ekalaka,   MT  59324 

Charles  Miles 
Powderville,   MT  59345 

Larry  McGill 
Powderville,  MT 

Bob  Gilbert 

Mt.  Woolgrowers  Assn. 

Helena,  MT 

Bob  Courtney 
Alzada,  MT 


Mark  Ahner,  Area  Manager 
Department  of  State  Lands 
Miles  City,   MT  59301 

Custer  Rod  and  Gun  Club 
c/o  Sid  Grovenstein 
2804  Pleasant  Street 
Miles  City,  MT 

Joseph  Padden 
County  Commissioner 
Montana  Route 
Camp  Crook,  SD 

Rosebud/Treasure  Wildlife  Assn. 
c/o  Don  Seliski 
Forsyth,  MT  59327 
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Mike  O'Shea 

215  N.  Jordan  Avenue 

Miles  City,   MT  59301 


Bruce  Bergenson 

52  0  Stephanie  Avenue 

Miles  City,   MT  59301 


Ted  Hirsh 

Moon  Creek  -  South  of  Miles  City 
Miles  City,   Mt  59301 


All  Montana  Fish  and  Game  Commissioners 
108. 11 


149 


Brewer  Hearing  Summary 
December  1,  1988 

A  public  hearing  was  held  at  the  Community  Center  in  Broadus  on 
the  proposed  acquisition  of  the  Brewer  property.  The  attendance 
was  approximately  150  with  30  individuals  making  comment  on  the 
proposal.  Several  people  testified  more  than  once  on  a  particular 
issue. 

Proponents:  No  one  testified  in  favor  of  the  proposed  acquisition. 

Opponents:  Thirty  people  testified  in  opposition  to  the  proposal. 
County  Commissioners  from  Powder  River  and  Carter  Counties 
expressed  concern  over  the  tax  income  that  may  be  lost  as  a  result 
of  the  purchase  by  the  department.  Statements  were  made  that 
ownership  by  the  department  would  result  in  a  decrease  in  tax 
revenue  since  we  would  not  be  buying  equipment  etc.  that  is 
taxable.  A  number  of  the  comments  were  questions  concerning  the 
department's  policy  on  taxes  and  our  authority  to  pay  those  taxes. 

Several  people  indicated  the  department  should  not  be  purchasing 
land.  They  stated  government  should  not  be  in  the  land  business 
and  competing  with  the  private  sector  for  land.  General  statements 
were  made  about  the  departments  ability  to  manage  the  land  own. 
Concern  was  expressed  on  spending  1.1  million  on  land  and  yet  have 
financial  difficulty  in  the  parks  and  enforcement  programs. 

Acquisition  of  the  property,  rather  than  lease  questioned  by 
Representative  Marion  Hanson.  Several  felt  the  department  should 
be  providing  other  payments  to  landowners  for  wildlife  rather  than 
purchasing  property.  They  felt  that  the  gap  was  growing  rather  than 
improving,  even  though  dollars  had  been  earmarked  for  the  landowner 
program. 

Management  Plan  Comments: 

The  concept  of  conservation  easements  was  not  understood  and 
several  questions  were  raised  and  directed  at  the  issue  from  the 
landowner  viewpoint,  and  what  the  landowner  would  be  giving  up. 
What  controls  would  the  landowner  still  have  over  public  use  of 
the  land?  Likewise,  what  is  our  intent  for  managing  hunter  numbers 
on  the  property?  Without  proper  control  wildlife  would  suffer. 
If  we  have  some  type  of  limited  access  program,  how  will  we 
determine  who  gets  to  hunt  and  who  doesn't?  Nonresidents  are 
paying  for  the  acquisition.  Will  they  be  able  to  hunt  on  the 
property? 

Who  is  liable  for  hunters  when  the  landowner  has  no  option  to  deny 
hunter  activity  under  the  conservation  easement  system? 

HB  526  indicates  that  we  are  to  look  at  threatened  habitat.  Is  the 
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sagebrush  habitat  really  threatened  or  are  we  just  looking  for 
access?  If  we  manage  the  property  won't  we  actually  see  sagebrush 
go  out  of  the  picture? 

What  type  of  predator  control,  prairie  dog  control  will  we  allow 
on  the  property?  Who  will  be  the  contact  person  for  the  approval 
for  these  activities? 

Under  the  conservation  easement  program  who  holds  the  water  rights 
if  there  are  several  people  involved  in  grazing  the  property? 
Without  a  water  source  for  livestock  who  would  want  to  get 
involved? 

What  will  our  fire  policy  be?  Not  LET  IT  BURN  I  hope! 

Will  we  be  introducing  wolves  on  the  property?  The  FWS  says  they 
will  let  them  eat  some  livestock  before  they  control  them.  How  can 
we  be  assured  that  FWP  policy  won't  change  also. 


SUMMARY:  The  general  feeling  was  that  they  didn't  want  government 
to  purchase  land  and  there  was  no  need  for  the  DFWP  to  purchase 
the  Brewer  property  for  the  sake  of  wildlife.  The  private  landowner 
can  do  the  best  job  in  raising  wildlife.  If  the  department  wanted 
to  make  payments  to  the  landowner  for  wildlife  then  we  might  get 
some  place.  Block  management  direction  is  a  start;  maybe  need  to 
change  HB  526  if  more  funding  is  needed. 

Next  step  -  to  address  the  pertinent  questions  raised,  and  revise 
the  management  plan. 

We  recommend  the  Commission  tour  the  property  and  meet  with 
adjacent  landowners  and  County  Commissioners  to  listen  to  their 
concerns . 

1208 . 5 
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LIST  OF  COMMENTATORS  FROM  DECEMBER  1,    1988   BREWER  HEARING 


Ted  Fletcher  -  Powder  River  County  Commissioner 

Marion  Hanson  -  Montana  House  of  Reprsentatives 

Milton  Markuson  -  Carter  County  Commissioner 

Dan  Swartz  -  Powder  River  County  Attorney 

Bill  -  County  Comm. 

Gerald  Himelspach  -  County  Commissioner 

Betty  Smith 

Carol  Lambert 

John  Smith 

Fulton  Castleberry 

Clayton  Patton 

F.  M.  Huckin 

Jerry  McGill 

Darrel  Hanson 

Don  Cain 

Rich  Gattlin 

Ken  Greslin 

Jerry  Landon 

Walter  Archer 

Jeanne  Huff 

John  Kelps 

John  Seeher 

Signor  Rice 

Leroy  Hiatt 

Jerry  Stroble 

Ben  Minnow 
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BREWER  PROPERTY  -  DECEMBER  19,    1988  MEETING  -  MILES  CITY 

SUMMARY 

There  are  26  pages  of  typed  transcript  taken  from  a  tape  recording 
of  the  meeting.  This  is  available  at  the  Montana  Department  of 
Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  office,  Wildlife  Division,  Helena. 
Contact  Steve  Knapp  444-2612. 

The  vast  majority  of  the  meeting  evolved  around  what  a  conserva- 
tion easement  was,  how  it  worked,  and  many  specifics  of  how  it 
functions . 

Another  time  consuming  subject  was  the  preliminary  management  plan, 
and  what  is  going  to  be  done  with  the  property  in  the  short-term. 
Who   would   be    chosen   as   grazing   permittees,    how   would  predator 
control  be  handled,  how  would  the  prairie  dogs  be  controlled,  and 
what  would  the  fire  policy  be  (let  it  burn?) . 

Some  discussion  centered  around  the  grazing  system  and  how  AUM's 
would  be  set. 

Both  Carter  County  and  Powder  River  County  Commissioners  were 
concerned  about  more  public  land  in  their  counties  and  questioned 
loss  of  tax  dollars. 

There  was  the  general  philosophy  of  not  wanting  government  to  own 
more  land.  However,  all  believe  Mr.  Brewer  should  be  able  to  sell 
his  property  to  whomever  he  pleases.  When  it  was  stated  that  a 
cult  was  interested  in  buying  the  property,  several  landowners 
suggested  that  Fish  and  Game  would  be  a  better  neighbor. 
Commissioner  Don  Bailey  stated  that  he  had  received  a  considerable 
number  of  letters  in  favor  of  the  department  acquiring  Brewer. 

112 . 1 
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